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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, April 17, 1985

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

As the Sun gives light to our world
so may Your good Word, O God, give
light to our hearts and minds. Take
away the darkness of selfish thinking
or petty concerns and instead renew
our hearts that we will be sensitive to
the needs of people everywhere. Open
our minds that we may truly hear the
call of the poor, the neglected, the in-
jured, those who stand alone, the
homeless, the refugee, and the lonely.
Give us all a glimpse of Your will for
our world, where truth and justice are
honored, and love and mercy are the
marks of our lines. In Your name, we
pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sanders,
one of his secretaries, who also in-
formed the House that on the follow-
ing dates the President approved and
signed bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles:

On April 15, 1985:

HR. 730. An act to declare that the
United States holds in trust for the Coco-
pah Indian Tribe of Arizona certain land in
Yuma County, AZ; and

H.R. 1847. An act to amend title 28,
United States Code, with respect to the U.S.
Sentencing Commission.

THE FOOD SECURITY ACT OF
1985

(Mr. pE LA GARZA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, the
Food Security Act of 1985 (H.R. 2000)
that I introduced on April 4 contains
provisions dealing with the peanut
program. These provisions, in common
with other provisions of the bill, are
designed to serve as a framework for
consideration, by the Committee on
Agriculture and its subcommittees, of
omnibus farm legislation.

Section 703 of H.R. 2000, which per-
tains to transfer of poundage quotas

for peanuts, could be read as generally
permitting transfers of quotas to
farms within the same State. This is
incorrect. The intent of the bill, in
this regard, is to maintain the status
quo—that is, generally to restrict
transfers of quotas to farms within the
same county.

As I have indicated, the Food Securi-
ty Act of 1985 is to be used as the
markup vehicle during committee con-
sideration of omnibus farm legislation
this year. Therefore, I am introducing
a clean bill that will not only clearly
reflect the intent of the peanut provi-
sions that I have discussed, but will
also correct various typographical and
technical errors that appear in H.R.
2000, as printed. The clean bill, togeth-
er with H.R. 2000, will thus accurately
fulfill the objective that I have envi-
sioned.

A MESSAGE TO THE PRESIDENT
ON THE HANDICAPPED

(Mr. COELHO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I sent the following letter to
President Reagan:

DEear MR. PRESIDENT: Your Education Sec-
retary, William Bennett, is doing his best to
fill Jim Watt’s shoes as the most fanatical
of your appointees.

As Senator Weicker revealed yesterday, he
has appointed someone to “set the tone for
the department” whose views on the handi-
tiw.ppeel are so outrageous they defy explana-

on.

This appointee, Eileen Gardner, has writ-
ten that handicapped persons are them-
selves responsible for their conditions. They
“summoned” and “created” their handicaps,
she belleves, and they “falsely assume that
the lottery of life has penalized them at
random.” As a result, the handicapped
become “ineffective malcontents."”

Secretary Bennett contends that these be-
liefs are “respected” religious doctrine. I
don't know what church he goes to, but I
doubt seriously that America’s 25,000 dis-
abled veterans "respect” these beliefs. And
neither do the two million Americans who,
like myself, have epilepsy, or the 33 million
who have some other type of handicap.

As one of her so-called “malcontents,” I
find these beliefs totally unacceptable, and
as President of all Americans, including the
handicapped, I call on you to withdraw her
appointment.

Does this country really need or want
someone in charge of handicapped pro-
grams who belleves that children born with
Downs Syndrome or born blind are to blame
for their own conditions and therefore not
worthy of any help from soclety?

To make matters worse, Ms. Gardner says
the handicapped are selfish individuals be-

cause they don’t appreciate the hardship
they inflict on the “general population.”
Mr. President, the handicapped have
enough problems; we don't need someone
else who believes that life is simply a case of
the haves vs. the have nots.
Sincerely,
ToNy COELHO,
Member of Congress.

SENSE-OF-CONGRESS RESOLU-
TION CONDEMNING SOVIETS
PULLED FROM CALENDAR

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, on March
24 an American soldier, Maj. Arthur
D. Nicholson, Jr., was cruelly mur-
dered by a Soviet guard in Germany.
After a sufficient time had passed for
us to investigate the incident and find
out the conditions, I introduced a reso-
lution in the House to condemn the
Soviets for that cruel murder. That
resolution obtained 66 cosponsors, in-
cluding 18 members of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, made its way
through the committee, and was
brought to the floor of the House on
the calendar for yesterday.

Early yesterday morning we were in-
formed, without any prior notification,
that the resolution had been pulled.
After an entire day of investigation
and inquiry, we were finally told, and I
read today in the Washington Times,
that the bill was pulled not by a
Member of Congress but, without any
congressional authorization, by a Mr.
Brady, a staff member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. Speaker, I find this unaccept-
able. A staff member is not authorized
to pull a bill off the calendar without
any authorization or even any consul-
tation with a Member of Congress.
This cannot be accepted. Too much
time had already passed. The Soviets’
cruel punishment of killing a man for
being, as Mr. Gorbachev has said, “in
the wrong place” is something we
must speak to.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]
has expired.
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SOVIET RECIPROCITY

(Mr. HUTTO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [J 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a House joint resolu-
tion that directs the President to
ensure that Soviet Union Government
personnel in the United States are
subject to the same requirements that
the United States personnel in the
Soviet Union are subject to.

Specifically, my resolution will re-
quire that conditions imposed upon
U.S. Government personnel in the
Soviet Union; that is, status, privi-
leges, immunities, accommodations,
travel, and facilities and so forth, of
employees of the U.S. Government,
will be imposed upon Soviet Union
Government personnel in the United
States.

According to the FBI, 40 percent of
Soviet Union Government personnel
in the United States are well-trained
professional employees of the KGB
and Soviet military intelligence offi-
cers of the GRU. Furthermore, the
United States does not have an elab-
orate complex in the Soviet Union
such as the Soviet Union has in the
United States at Glen Cove, Long
Island. The U.S. Government person-
nel in the Soviet Union are not al-
lowed to purposefully travel where
they choose while the Soviet Union
Government personnel in the United
States can travel virtually any where
they desire—unrestrained.

This joint resolution would also
create a general balance in terms of
the numbers of officials and employ-
ees which is needed between our Na-
tion’s representation in the Soviet
Union, and their representation here—
we can no longer permit the Soviets to
take advantage of this current imbal-
ance. We must act now to inhibit fur-
therance of this situation.

I believe this resolution is long over-
due and fully justified. I am sure this
resolution has very strong support in
the Senate, as a similar effort was ini-
tiated by Senators Huddleston and
Goldwater during the 98th Congress.

LET JUSTICE BE DONE

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, please let justice be done.
Seat Rick McIntyre.

Mr. Speaker, I have just come from
a very small and very sad rally on the
west front steps of our Capitol where
about 120 Americans or future Ameri-
cans, all of them former citizens of the
Khmer Republic of Cambodia, are
trying to remind this Congress what
happened this week 10 years ago.

During April of 1975 this Congress
of the United States, finally and trag-
ically cut off all aid to Cambodia, both
military and economic, and the almost
immediate result was what we now call
the killing fields, the dreaded and pre-
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dicted blood bath the autogenocide,
where a mass murderer named Pol Pot
and his Communist followers known
as the Ehmer Rouge, slaughtered over
1% million human beings, maybe 2%
million souls, possibly as high as 3 mil-
lion men, women, children and babies.

What a legacy of horror for those
who were here in 1975. If you were
here, how did you vote?

There are only 1556 Members left in
this body who served during that April
week of 1975. Two hundred and eighty
of us have been elected subsequently. I
do not know whether we are going to
replay the history of betrayal in the
coming days on the Communist conta-
gion that is temporarily contained in
the southern area of North America
known as Central America, or if we are
going to, as George Santayana warned,
“Ignore history and thereby be cursed
to relive it."”

At least three of the nine Managua
commandantes refer to themselves as
Communists. By the way, Eden Pas-
tora told me that not one of those
nine fought in the revolution against
Samoza. Not one heard a short fired
except in their earlier bank robbing
days.

Thus, henceforth in the debate on
resistance funding for clarity, I will no
longer refer to the Communist leader-
ship in Managua as Sandinistas but as
Communists. The true Sandinistas are
in the hills or visiting our offices in
the person of Eden Pastore, and
others, talking about the betrayal of
their evolution which overthrew the
oligara Samoza.

Let us not have communism spread
in our hemisphere and curse more
people to relive the famine if not the
killing fields of Cambodia. Never
again. Eight hundred and sixty priests
and nuns in Nicaragua support Pope
John Paul II and their 9 bishops. Only
52—52—here that, only 52 support the
Communists. Are you listening, U.S.
bishops?

MATCHED SHEETS FOR YOUR
FUTON

(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, we hear
reports of how the Japanese, try as
they might, just can't seem to find
anything ‘“Made in America” that
they’d like to buy.

The Japanese bureaucracy recently
offered some suggestions. How about a
matched sheet and pillowcase, fitted
for American mattresses and pillows?
Never mind that the Japanese have
the wrong-sized mattresses. How about
a beef thermometer? Never mind that
the Japanese seldom buy beef—largely
because of import restrictions.

I sympathize. I recently put together
a list of Japanese goods that Ameri-
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cans might like to buy. How about
matched sheets for a “futon”—the tra-
ditional Japanese bed? How about spe-
cial sushi tongs?

Perhaps we should wait to see how
these Japanese imports sell before al-
lowing Japan to sell us any cars or
cameras or television sets.

Let me make a standing offer to the
Japanese bureaucracy. Come to my Il-
linois district. Drop in at Lord &
Taylor or Marshall Fields or Sears.
Just maybe you’ll see a few American
goods you'd like to buy.

REAGAN'’S 1984 PLATFORM: I
PROMISE TO FORGET

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, it
appears that President Reagan’s 1984
platform could be summarized by
saying: “I promise to forget.”

This week the President said that he
believes there are “very few people
alive who remember World War IL.”
That is not exactly someone that I
would trust to protect the Social Secu-
rity system, or anything else for that
matter.

Well, I am alive and I remember last
October when President Reagan prom-
ised that he would “absolutely battle
against any suggestion of reducing”
Social Security.

Well, the trumpet has sounded, the
battle is beginning, and President
Reagan is nowhere to be found. In
fact, it appears he has suited up in his
Teflon coat and defected to the other
side.

Six months after vowing to protect
Social Security he switched sides and
must believe that very few of us will
remember that 1984 promise.

Anyway, nothing ever seems to stick
to him, so I guess it will not hurt.

I think a government has always
been measured by how it treats people
in the sunset of their lives or in the
shadows of their lives. This President
is getting very low marks on that
measurement.

THE BENEFITS OF SPACE RE-
SEARCH TECHNOLOGY TRANS-
FER

(Mr. NELSON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I have the privilege of being the
chairman of the Space Subcommittee
and it is my privilege to share that
space research is now having a tech-
nology transfer that could revolution-
ize the medical operating room. Re-
search recently at the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory in California, a NASA
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center, has developed a laser which
may be successful in eliminating
plaque from inside human arteries.
This nonsurgical procedure could re-
place some bypass operations.

Additionally, Johns Hopkins as a
result of the microminiaturization of
computers due to space research,
America's medical centers are experi-
menting with such a microcomputer to
be implanted in the human body to re-
lease calculated doses of medicine for
certain diseases.

This particular modern miracle of
medicine, is the result of research and
development from America’s space
program.

WHERE IS THE DEFICIT REDUC-
TION PROPOSAL OF THE
DEMOCRATS?

(Mr. LATTA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, Monday
was April 15 and by statute the day
for reporting of the budget resolution
for fiscal year 1986 from our Budget
Committee. Only once before in the
10-year history of the Budget Act has
the April 15 reporting date not been
met. With the country facing the pros-
pect of a fiscal year 1986 budget defi-
cit of $230 billion, would you not have
thought that the Democrat majority
in this House, which incidentally has
been constantly criticizing the Presi-
dent’'s budget reduction proposal,
would have come forward with its own
deficit reduction plan before the April
15 deadline?
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I know our chairman has stated pub-
licly not once but repeatedly that he
wants to see at least a $50 billion re-
duction in the fiscal year 1986 deficit.
Mr. Speaker, why not let him come
forward with the Democratic Party's
plan now? The people are expecting us
to go forward with a deficit reduction
plan during this year. Let us unveil
the Democrat deficit reduction plan so
the people can make a determination
as to which plan they prefer, or
maybe, just maybe they would prefer
a combination of both.

In any event, since they know the
need for reductions, they should have
an opportunity to see our Democrat
friends’ plan and how they would
make reductions to a $230 billion an-
ticipated deficit.

CENTRAL AMERICA: DOSE OF
REALITY—NO. 1

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
first paragraph of the War Powers Act

reads:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

It is the purpose of this act to fulfill the
intent of the framers of the Constitution of
the United States and insure that the collec-
tive judgment of both the Congress and the
President will apply to the introduction of
United States Armed Forces into hostilities,
or into situations where imminent involve-
ment in hostilities is clearly indicated by the
circumstances, and to the continued use of
such forces in hostilities or in such situa-
tions.

We are in a clandestine war in Cen-
tral America—a war being conducted
by our President but never authorized
by the Congress—and well on our way
to being in a open war there, as well.
This is precisely the situation contem-
plated by the War Powers Act.

First, the act refers to “United
States Armed Forces.” Do we have
U.S. Armed Forces in Central Amer-
ica? Of course we do—we have numer-
ous CIA personnel and military advis-
ers, tens of thousands of uniformed
personnel from every branch of the
U.S. military, and even National
Guardsmen in Central America. If
these are not U.S. forces, then who
are?

Second, are our Armed Forces
present in all the countries of Central
America? Of course they are. And are
there hostilities—defined by Webster
as overt acts of war—in Central Amer-
ica? Of course there are. Do a civil war
in Nicaragua and a civil war in El Sal-
vador constitute hostilities? Of course
they do—these are wars, complete
with soldiers and tanks and guns,
where people die.

The War Powers Act is law, and it is
a law that embodies the constitutional
mandate that the Congress—and only
the Congress—declares war—and only
when the President together with the
Congress decides such action is neces-
s5ary.

The President evaded the War
Powers Act in Lebanon. He violated
the act in Grenada. And he’s violating
the act now. He has acted with impu-
nity, and Congress has supinely acqui-
esced.

The result in Central America can
only be tragic.

HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSERS IN
NICARAGUA

(Mr. WEBER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, recently
the gentleman from California, Mr.
Boe DorNAN, and I had an opportunity
to visit Nicaragua. We had a very in-
teresting and lengthy interview with
Archbishop Obando y Bravo of Nicara-
gua. I will later on in a special order be
inserting the entire text of that inter-
view with the archbishop in the
REecorp, but I would just like to read a
very brief response of the archbishop
on the gquestion of human rights
abuses by the Contras.
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I asked the archbishop, “What about
the members of the resistance, the
Contras?"”

The archbishop’s response, word for
word, was:

I don't have any direct relationship with
them at a personal level. They are in the
mountains of Matagalpa, Jinoteca, and the
Atlantic coast. The reports sent to me by
the bishops who work there show that they
have not received any problems from them,
none.

I asked, as a followup,

Less problems than priests and bishops
have had from the government?

The archbishop’s response:

The reports that I have received from the
priests of those areas is that they have not
had any problems with them.

Mr. Speaker, the human rights abus-
ers in Nicaragua are not the Contras,
they are the Communist government
in Managua.

AMERICAN MILITARY IN
NICARAGUA

(Mr. WEISS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, how right
you were. When the President submit-
ted his recent proposal to aid the Nica-
raguan counterrevolutionaries, you
said Mr. Reagan would not be satisfied
until he had Americans fighting there.

This morning’s New York Times car-
ries a front page story which validates
that prediction. According to the
Times, a report labeled “top secret”
and sent to two committees of the
Congress by the President yesterday
says that while the administration had
for now ruled out “direct application
of United States military force,” it
warned that this course “must realisti-
cally be recognized as an eventual
option given our stakes in the region if
other policy alternatives fail.”

Now, General Gorman has already
said that the Contras cannot win it on
their own, so if the President gets his
way American troops are coming. That
spells it out, Mr. Speaker.

But why is it that that report is
secret? Why is the President practic-
ing this deception, calling his proposal
as one of “humanitarian” assistance?

I'll tell you why.

Because he knows that the only way
he can get the American people to go
along with his proposal is to trick
them into it.

Congress should not hesitate one
moment in rejecting the President’s
outrageous proposal.
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SPEAKER O’NEILL SHOULD
REVEAL IMPORTANT INSIGHTS
FROM HIS MEETING WITH
GORBACHEV

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, the
Washington Times this morning has a
very disturbing quote relating to our
own scheduling here in the House. It
quotes you as saying that the subject
of the shooting of Major Nicholson
last month in East Germany came up
during a 4-hour session last week with
Gorbachev, and it quotes you as
saying, “Gorbachev was very distinct
in accusing our man of being at the
wrong place—and taking no blame
whatsoever.”

Yesterday we were to have voted on
a resolution condemning the Soviet
Union for killing an American officer.
That resolution was pulled.

The same day that resolution was
pulled you moved the date for voting
on freedom fighter aid up by 1 week.

If you learned anything in your
meeting with Gorbachev which you
think this House should know so this
House can understand why you are
scheduling in the way which with-
draws the condemnation of the Soviet
Union and accelerates an effort on
your part to defeat aid for the free-
dom fighters, it would be helpful to
this House if you would report in
public on what it is you learned from
Mr. Gorbachev.

NATIONAL LOTTERY/DEFICIT
REDUCTION ACT OF 1985

(Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, today I
offer part 2 of my “painless deficit re-
duction package.” Yesterday, I offered
a 6-month tax amnesty proposal which
could produce $20 billion in revenues.

Today I am introducing the National
Lottery/Deficit Reduction Act of 1985.
Under the bill, persons aged 18 and
over would be able to buy tickets at $1
each. The lottery would award five
prizes a month, for each of 12 separate
lotteries held each year; 75 percent of
all revenues would be earmarked to
reduce the deficit.

How much would be raised? No one
is totally certain. However, in the 18
States that have lotteries, revenues
exceed $5 billion. In the most success-
ful States, per capita revenue is over
$1 a week. Nationally, that could
produce revenues of over $12 billion.

The real answer rests with how
many people play. If every person eli-
gible bought nine $1 tickets a month
for a year we would slash our deficit
by over $18 billion. The more tickets
purchased the more would be raised.
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I believe a national lottery is an idea
whose time has come, especially if it
can offer us a way to reduce our defi-
cit without resorting to tax increases
or Draconian cuts in spending.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1612

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
HammerscHMIDT] be removed from the
list of cosponsors for H.R. 1612.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

NICARAGUAN ALLIES

(Mr. COURTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, a West
German linked to the Baader-Meinhof
gang is a counterintelligence officer in
the Nicaraguan Army. Another com-
mands an artillery battalion. Five Ital-
ians, all former Red Brigade leaders,
serve as noncommissioned officers in
the Nicaraguan Army. A Basque ETA
terrorist awaits trial in Costa Rica on
charges of attempting to assassinate
Contra commander Eden Pastora.
Both Spain and Italy have formally
protested the sanctuary Nicaragua
gives to several dozen European leftist
militants.

Before coming to power in 1979, San-
dinistas trained and fought beside ex-
perienced guerrillas in Central Amer-
ica and the Middle East. Relations
with Cuba and the PLO were especial-
1y close. Today, “proletarian interna-
tionalism” deems that the governors
of Nicaragua make returns for services
rendered.

The Swiss Review of World Affairs
has called Nicaragua the PLO's “most
important base on the Latin American
mainland.” Ties to Colonel Qadhafi
are strong, as infusions of Libyan
money and armaments have proven.
The Sandinistas are linked to terror-
ists in Chile, Colombia, El Salvador,
and other Latin countries.

Americans cannot afford not to
notice. According to the FBI, fully
two-thirds of the terrorist attacks in
this country in 1983 were linked to
Latin America. Furthermore, compel-
ling evidence links Sandinista officials
to narcotics sales in U.S. black mar-
kets.

As debate about our Central Ameri-
can policies continues, we should not
forget the Nicaraguan hand in the
international terror network.
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NO WONDER SOME OF US GET
UPSET ABOUT THE WAY
THINGS GET DONE IN THIS
HOUSE

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, people
sometimes wonder why some of us get
upset from time to time about the way
things get done in this House. Well,
there are two headlines in this morn-
ing's Washington Times that help tell
the story. One, the top headline says
“O’NEILL tips scales against aid to the
Contras.” It seems to me that the pro-
Communist government in Nicaragua
must be awfully pleased with that
scheduling.

Another headline says “Denouncing
of Soviet slaying abruptly derailed in
the House.” The Communist govern-
ment in Moscow must be awfully
pleased by that kind of scheduling.

Mr. Speaker, that is why we get
upset.

DEMOCRATS ARE GETTING
AWAY FROM THE POLITICAL
CENTER

(Mr. RITTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, the
Democratic Party says it wants to
move back into the center of American
politics. The opportunity is at hand in
the upcoming vote on Nicaragua.

Will Democratic leadership pull the
rug out from under those fighting to-
talitarian communism in Central
America and thus absorb the responsi-
bility for the firm establishment of a
new Soviet base on the mainland of
this hemisphere? Or will they eschew
party politics and allow themselves
and their members to vote their con-
sciences on this crucial issue?

The responsibility for the full com-
munization of Nicaragua and all that
means for the future of this country
will be laid squarely at the doorstep of
the national Democratic leadership.
This will have a chilling impact on the
more conservative and moderate mem-
bers of the Democratic Party who
have been seeking to move their party
further into the center. Nowhere will
this be truer than in the South, in the
West, and in the Southwest, the scene
of national debacles at the Presiden-
tial level in recent years for the Demo-
crats.

LUNDI SENG, CAMBODIAN REFU-
GEE, WINS THIRD PLACE IN
SPELLING BEE

(Mr. HENRY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)
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Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, perhaps
it is those of us who have difficulty
with correct spellings and pronouncia-
tions of words who most admire the
annual winners of our local spelling
bee competitions. Recently, the great-
er Grand Rapids area spelling bee
finals were completed with a most un-
usual series of circumstances.

As the finalists competed, the judges
exhausted the entire list of challenge
words for the competition. Among the
tongue-twisters were the words “ciner-
ous,” ‘“amaranthine,” “quixotism,”
“schadenfreude,” “thanatophidia,”
and “onomatopoeia.” Still, the final-
ists would not capitulate!

When all was said and done, the
final winner was an 11-year-old fifth-
grader from Seymour Christian
School by the name of Laurie Admir-
aal, who will be coming to Washing-
ton, DC, to represent our community
in the national finals this June. The
winning word, by the way, was “densi-
tometer”—a word now well-known to
Grand Rapids area schoolchildren.

In second place was Robert Tyson, a
14-year-old eighth-grader at City
Middle-High School. And in third
place was Lundi Seng, a 13-year-old
Cambodian refugee. Lundi is an
eighth-grader at Millbrook Christian
School, and has lived in this country
only 4 years. She saw her parents
killed by the Communists in Viet Nam,
and fled to our country knowing not a
single word of English. Now she can
lay claim, along with Larie Admiraal
and Robert Tyson, of being a better

speller than most of us in this body!

THROW THIS HOUSE
OVERBOARD

(Mr. COBEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring to the attention of the House a
letter that I have here that was sent
by Patti Combs from Bedford, IN.
This is the Eighth District of Indiana.
Now, the letter has a teabag attached.
She says in one clear and precise sen-
tence: “I resent having taxation but no
representation.” And she has two ex-
clamation marks there.

Mr. Speaker, it is time that the
House get with it, exercise the true
justice for the people of the Eighth
District of Indiana, and seat the certi-
fied winner of that race, Rick MclIn-
tyre.

Mr. Speaker, I do not blame the
people, including Patti Combs, of the
Eighth District of Indiana for resent-
ing what this House has done. Our
founders had a Boston tea party; and I
think probably the people from the
Eighth District, if we do not go ahead
and do what we are supposed to do,
are going to come down and throw this
House overboard.
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I thank the Speaker.

REQUEST FOR PARLIAMENTARY
INQUIRY

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a
point of parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
House Resolution 125 was pulled from
the calendar, I am told, by a staff
member of the committee. Mr. Speak-
er, my question is: Is this acceptable
procedure in this House for a staff
member to pull legislation from the
calendar?

The SPEAKER. No. 1, the gentle-
man has not stated a parliamentary
inguiry. But, No. 2, the Chair would be
willing to answer the question.

The suspension list it is the preroga-
tive of the Speaker of the House and
of the majority party; two of the
powers of the Speaker are recognition
and the power of scheduling. It is the
normal procedure in this House when
a committee wants to get a bill on the
suspension list, as was requested, that
it usually comes out of a committee
unanimously and a letter comes from
the chairman. That is why it is put on
the list. It is the understanding that
meetings were taking place between
those representing the Russian Army
and the U.S. Army over the facts of
what happened.
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Nobody can condone, and the intelli-
gence reports of the United States
which I have had the privilege of look-
ing at certainly condemn, and we all
condemn the actions that took place
of the Russian soldier as he literally
murdered our American.

The agreement has been that there
are 12 enclaves in which we, as Ameri-
cans, in the Russian zone are entitled
to go into. I guess it is for verification.
They have 12 zones in which they
come into in West Germany for the
most part that is protected by the
Americans.

On a unilateral basis, the Americans
never shot at Russians observers. On
the Russian side, it is our understand-
ing that according to their policy they
were supposed to fire a warning shot,
which our intelligence says never hap-
pened.

The negotiation is going on or has
just been completed, I do not know
which, to see if there could be an
agreement between both that neither
would use weapons or arms, and par-
ticularly the Russians, as we had uni-
laterally not been using them to
detain Russians.

In view of that, it was the right of
the committee to call and ask that the
matter be pulled. So at the request of
the committee, the matter was re-
moved from the suspension list as of
yesterday.
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APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
THE U.S. HOLOCAUST MEMORI-
AL COUNCIL

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
provisions of Public Law 96-388, as
amended by Public Law 97-84, the
Chair appoints as members of the U.S.
Holocaust Memorial Council the fol-
lowing Members on the part of the
House:

Mr. YatEes of Illinois;

Mr. LEaMan of Florida;

Mr. Sorarz of New York;

Mr. Garcia of New York; and

Mr. GReEN of New York.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 1210, NATIONAL
SCIENCE FOUNDATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1986

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 129 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

3 The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
OWS:

H. Res. 129

Resolved, That at anytime after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
1210) to authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Science Foundation for the fiscal
years 1986 and 1987, and for related pur-
poses, and the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order
against the consideration of the bill for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of clause
2(1X6) of rule XI are hereby waived. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Science and
Technology, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Science and Technolo-
gy now printed in the bill as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule, and each section of said
substitute shall be considered as having
been read. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of
the Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. [Mr.
MurTHAL. The gentleman is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. QuIiLLEN], pending which I
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yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 129
is an open rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 1210, the National
Science Foundation Authorization Act
for fiscal year 1986. The rule provides
for 1 hour of general debate to be di-
vided equally and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Science
and Technology and makes in order a
science committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute which is now
printed in the bill. This amendment
will be considered as original text for
purposes of amendment under the 5-
minute rule and each section shall be
considered as having been read.

In addition, House Resolution 129
facilitates consideration of the bill by
waiving points of order against the bill
for violation of the 3-day layover rule,
clause 2(L)6) of rule XI. Finally, the
rule provides for one motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 1210 authorizes
$1.6 billion for the National Science
Foundation for fiscal year 1986. The
authorization level represents an in-
crease of $97.8 million over the
amount appropriated for fiscal year
1985, and is virtually the same as the
administration’s request.

The National Science Foundation is
the Government’s major agency which
provides support for basic research in
the physical, biological and social sci-
ences. Reflecting our Nation's continu-
ing commitment to scientific develop-
ment, the bill authorizes $1.4 billion
for research and related activities, and
provides $82 million for graduate re-
search grants in the fields of science
and engineering.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
adopt the rule so that we may proceed
to the consideration of this legislation.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule. Al-
though there is legitimate concern
over waiving the 3-day rule, I urge
adoption of the rule to expedite the
business of the House.

This reauthorization for the Nation-
al Science Foundation is a routine bill
but also an important bill. HR. 1210
authorizes $1.6 billion in fiscal year
1986 as requested by the administra-
tion. This is $98 million more than the
fiscal year 1985 appropriation.

There is at least one provision of the
bill of concern to the administration.
Under present law the President ap-
points four of the National Science
Foundation’s Assistant Directors. This
bill changes that procedure by giving
the Foundation’s Director the author-
ity to appoint all the Assistant Direc-
tors. Since this is an open rule, howev-
er, this matter can be debated fully
and voted up or down when the bill is
opened for amendment under the 5-
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minute rule. The will of the House will
prevail.

Mr. Speaker, I have been a severe
critic of the National Science Founda-
tion in the past because of the asinine
grant awards that were handed out. I
don’t believe for a minute that we
have totally stopped them. But I do
know that we have made some genuine
progress over the past several years in
halting this terrible waste of the tax-
payers’ money.

I want to congratulate the members
of the Committee on Science and
Technology for helping in this effort
to stop these asinine grants. They
have done a good job and they have
saved money from being spent on use-
less studies. We have pulled in the
reins on these absurd grants but we
need to keep a sharp eye on this so
that these ridiculous research grants
don’t reappear.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
open rule so the House can proceed to
the consideration of this bill which is
of importance to our Nation’'s science
community and our national scientific
research program.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time.

Mr. BEILENSON. I have no further
requests for time either, Mr. Speaker,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include extraneous matter, on the bill,
H.R. 1210,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NA-
TIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE
HUMANITIES FOR 1984—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, with-
out objection, referred to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor:

(For message, see proceedings of the
.;.’oe;late of today, Wednesday, April 17,

985.)

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 129 and rule
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XXIII, the Chair declares the House
in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 1210.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 1210) to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Science Founda-
tion for the fiscal years 1986 and 1987,
and for related purposes, with Mr.
BEILENSON in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the first reading of the bill is dis-
pensed with.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Fuqual will be recognized
for 30 minutes and the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. Lusan] will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FuqQual.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the National Science
Foundation authorization for fiscal
year 1986, H.R. 1210, provides a total
authorization of $1.6 billion. These
funds are a critical investment in our
Nation’s future and represent our con-
tinued commitment to expanding the
frontiers of science. H.R. 1210, as re-
ported by the Committee on Science
and Technology, enjoys strong biparti-
san support of the committee mem-
bers and I urge all of my colleagues to
support it.

The total authorization of $1.6 bil-
lion includes $1.39 billion for research
and related activities, $82 million for
science and engineering education,
$120.1 million for Antarctic research,
and $1 million for special foreign cur-
rency. With the exception of the sci-
ence and engineering education direc-
torate, H.R. 1210 is identical to the
President’s request. In this area, H.R.
1210 indicates $82 million. It is the
committee’s stated intention that
$50.5 million is for new obligational
authority and $31.5 million are carry-
over funds from fiscal year 1985 to
fiscal year 1986. Therefore, the new
obligational authority contained in
H.R. 1210 is $1.57 billion; the same
amount as the President’s proposed
budget for NSF.

H.R. 1210 also provides continued
support for recent initiatives especial-
ly for advanced scientific computing—
supercomputers—and engineering re-
search facilities. The Foundation has
announced the selection of four super-
computers centers. These centers will
utilize the most sophisticated comput-
ing instrumentation available and will
offer access to large-scale computing
facilities to researchers in all fields.
The engineering research centers initi-
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ated in fiscal year 1985 bring together
researchers from universities and in-
dustry and will receive sustained sup-
port in H.R. 1210. Both the computer
centers and the engineering centers
represent Government, industry, and
academic partnerships in research and
cost sharing, thus effectively enhanc-
ing the Federal investment.

H.R. 1210 makes several changes in
the National Science Foundation Act
of 1950. The most prominent of these
changes in the elevation of fundamen-
tal engineering research to a coequal
status with basic scientific research in
the Foundation. This change was in-
cluded in the authorization bill (H.R.
4974) passed by the Congress last year.

Other important features of the bill
include: First, emphasis on basic scien-
tific research to better understand the
phenomena contributing to acid rain;
second, a study of the research facili-
ties needs of colleges and universities;
third, a requirement that appropriate
scientific review be conducted before
the closing of a national facility; and
fourth, a requirement that the NSF
Director report to the Congress on the
applicable recommendations of the
Grace Commission and the OMB
report entitled “Management of the
U.S. Government in 1986."”

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1210 is a well
balanced and reasonable proposal. It
has strong bipartisan support of the
members of the Committee on Science
and Technology. I urge my colleagues
to support the bill as reported by the
committee.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1210, the fiscal
year 1986 authorization for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, authorizes
$1.6 billion for NSF, an amount identi-
cal to the President’s request and an
increase of $66.5 million over the fiscal
year 1985 appropriation level.

Mr. Chairman, this bill passed the
Committee on Science and Technology
overwhelmingly and represents a bi-
partisan effort. I feel the committee
has every right to be proud of this bill
because the amount authorized repre-
sents a modest 4-percent increase over
fiscal year 1985, and it reaffirms this
Nation's commitment to science educa-
tion.

This budget addresses the serious
problems facing this country because
of a decline in science and engineering
education, due mainly to a severe
shortage of qualified mathematics and
science teachers and a dwindling
number of qualified facully members
at colleges and universities. The com-
mittee has made it clear that the fiscal
year 1986 authorization for science
and engineering education should be
used fully.

We understand that a freeze amend-
ment, similar to the one which passed
during consideration of the NASA au-
thorization, will be offered during
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today’'s debate. I am ready to abide by
the will of this body.

I would stress, as we go into this
debate, that this bill is a bipartisan
effort of the committee and represents
our best efforts to accommodate the
needs of the agency, the requests of
the administration and the realities of
our economy.

I urge this body to approve H.R.
1210, the National Science Foundation
bill.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I am
very delighted to yield 8 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALGREN], the
chairman of the subcommittee and
one who has played such an important
role in crafting this piece of legislation
for us.

Mr. WALGREN. I thank the chair-
man for yielding. At the outset, I want
to stress again the appreciation that I
have personally for the contributions
that have been made by other Mem-
bers on all levels of this subcommittee
and committee, particularly the chair-
man of the full committee, the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Fuqual, and
the ranking minority member of the
full committee, the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. Lusan]l, who have
given special attention to the National
Science Foundation in the process of
our hearings and in the process of our
marking up. Particular recognition
should go to the ranking minority
member on the subcommittee, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. BoEH=-
LERT] is for active participation in this
process. He deserves credit for much
that is reflected in this bill.

Science is bipartisan. It has no philo-
sophical bent. The bill that we bring
before you today from the Science and
Technology Committee reflects the
basic underlying recognition of the na-
tional interest we have in science from
both sides of the aisle.

By its charter, the Congress placed
responsibility for the health and
progress of U.S. science in the Nation-
al Science Foundation. Given the chal-
lenges that we face from abroad and
the rapid advancement in knowledge
and science, no part of our Federal
Government has a greater role to play,
and must fulfill its role with more ef-
fectiveness if our national interest is
to be protected than the National Sci-
ence Foundation.

I would hope that the Members of
the House of Representatives will re-
spect the importance and weight that
both the committee and the adminis-
tration have given this Foundation in
their budget to offset inflation of 4
percent.

Overall, this bill authorizes a total of
$1.6 billion for the next fiscal year. Of
this amount, $1.39 billion is for re-
search and related activities. These
amounts are within and identical to
the President’s request. The only area
that exceeds the President’s request is
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in the area of science and engineering
education where we essentially provide
for the maintenance of the Science
and Engineering Education Program
at the levels the President requested
should there be an adverse disposition
of the administration’s request to
carry over from 1985 to 1986.

So this authorization is on all fours
with that recommended by the admin-
istration in a most important area for
our national interests.

As reported by the committee, we re-
quire no less than $1 million be com-
mitted for activities related to the ex-
ploration of ethics and values in sci-
ence and technology. We essentially
would maintain what was a $2 million
effort last year on a million dollar
level because of the importance that
ethics and values in the area of science
have. When you consider that we are
spending some $50 billion of Govern-
ment money on basic research, hus-
tling pell mell into a future dominated
by science and technology, certainly $1
million would be well spent to explore
dilemnor of ethics and values that sci-
ence poses for our society. So we have
a floor or a requirement in this au-
thorization that, of the funds expend-
ed in these various research efforts, $1
million be reserved for that function.

We also accept only part of the re-
duction proposed by the administra-
tion for policy research and analysis,
an area that is central to developing
any wisdom in guiding the direction of
our programs as a whole. Of particular
value in this area in the past has been
consideration given to risk assessment,
an area of fundamental importance to
the public. Policy research and analy-
sis was reduced by $2 million in the ad-
ministration budget. We add $1 mil-
lion back and ask that $3 million of
the overall be attributed to this func-
tion.

We also have an emphasis in the bill
on acid rain, the importance of which
we clearly all recognize. The bill also
requires a study of the deficiency of
research facilities for colleges and uni-
versities, an area we are only begin-
ning to appreciate, but one that will
require vast commitment in the
future.
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The bill proposes several changes in
the basic charter for the National Sci-
ence Foundation. The most significant
of these is broadening the mandate to
include responsibility for the health of
fundamental engineering research.
This change comes out of the wide-
spread recognition in the scientific
community that the distinction be-
tween engineering and science, at least
on the fundamental research level, is
now blurred beyond recognition, and
that if we are to have a broad-based
scientific capability it must include
fostering fundamental engineering re-
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search. So we include parallel refer-
ences to science and engineering
throughout the charter so that the
Science Foundation can play the most
constructive role in that area.

At the same time, we make two
other noteworthy changes. One is that
we approve a request that the Nation-
al Science Board be able to delegate
greater authority to the Director of
the National Science Foundation to
approve contracts that the Foundation
would enter into. This we do on a trial
basis with strict reporting require-
ments, because we do want the Direc-
tor of the National Science Founda-
tion to be sensitive to the Board and
the Board’s judgment, and we want to
be sure that the Board is exercising a
broad range of oversight function.

Second, we remove the requirement
that several of the assistant director-
ships be appointed by the President.
We are faced, in these several years,
with vacancies in important positions
that have gone on far too long because
the White House is not totally focused
on the National Science Foundation,
and their personnel approval process
has suffered from bottlenecks that
have resulted in longstanding vacan-
cies.

It is generally believed by almost all
those involved in the National Science
Foundation on a practical basis that,
since the Director and the Deputy Di-
rector are already appointees of the
President, there is certainly sufficient
Presidential control and influence over
the National Science Foundation.
These are not political jobs that are
being disposed of here; their function
is not political. It is to follow the
merits of the science and encourage
the merits of the science. It would
seem that these assistant directorships
would be in good hands being appoint-
ed by the Director and we would not
suffer longstanding delays because of
a structural requirement.

Mr. Chairman, this is a strong and
well-balanced proposal; it sustains
growth in several critical areas. The
supercomputer area, I would like to
underscore because the truth of the
matter is that there is little access to
supercomputers in our country. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. BoEH-
LERT] will, I am sure, lay out a real
horror story where Nobel Prize win-
ning minds have less access to super-
computers than graduate students in
Europe.

Supercomputers are the tool which
we will use to design the next genera-
tion of computers; they are the lynch
pin to progress in this area, and we
should certainly sustain the limited
support that is given on an enhanced
basis.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the support of
the Members for what is a most criti-
cal bill.
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Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BOEHLERT]

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, as
the ranking Republican of the sub-
committee of the Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology which is respon-
sible for moving this legislation, I am
pleased to bring before you today a bi-
partisan request for the reauthoriza-
tion of the National Science Founda-
tion, 1986 fiscal year.

On March 25, the Science Research
and Technology Subcommittee took
action on H.R. 1210, the administra-
tion’s bill introduced as requested.
Then on April 3, 1985, the full Science
and Technology Committee unani-
mously reported H.R. 1210 by voice
vote.

The bill, H.R. 1210, being considered
by the House today, supports the
President’s request for $1.569 billion in
new obligational authority plus a pro-
posed deferral of $31.5 million from
fiscal year 1985 to fiscal year 1986. By
accepting the administration’s overall
funding level, the committee recom-
mends minor adjustments within the
budget requiring that no less than $1
million be available for the Ethics and
Values in Science and Technology Pro-
gram, and no less than $3 million be
available for the Policy Research and
Analysis Program.

Several Members have heard and
voiced concern over the proposed
elimination of the $1 million EVIST
Program, as well as PRA which was
proposed for a 50-percent reduction.
However, the committee did not feel
that the Federal deficit situation war-
ranted increases to the proposed
budget, and, therefore, we reauthor-
ized these programs from within the
existing funds requested. Moreover, we
are greatly concerned that any further
readjustments to the fiscal year 1986
budget could lead to serious problems
within the research and education ac-
tivities sponsored by NSF.

It is not without constraints that
NSF requests a 4.4 percent increase
over fiscal year 1985 appropriated
levels. In fact, though the budget pre-
sents overall positive signs, facility up-
grades have been necessarily drawn
out, and as I mentioned, a deferral of
$31.5 million in education moneys re-
quested. Though NSF's request is
roughly $67 million more in new
budget authority over fiscal year 1985,
this 4.4 percent is doing no more than
allowing NSF to have the same pur-
chasing power in fiscal year 1986 than
they presently have in fiscal year 1985.
Quoting from the CBO estimate,
“H.R. 1210 is assessed to have no infla-
tionary effect of prices and costs in
the operation of the national econo-
my-"

As I have stated, in addition to the
deferral, certain facility upgrades
have been drawn out—for example:
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The very large baseline array, which
was proposed for construction in fiscal
year 1985, has been delayed twice now
and may possibly be faced with fur-
ther delays due to congressional direc-
tives. This initiative has been and con-
tinues to be strongly supported by the
Science and Technology Committee,
and we believe any further delays are
unwise.

Also—

The Advanced Supercomputer Divi-
sion at the National Center for Atmos-
pheric Research in Boulder, CO, will
have a longer schedule for its super-
computer upgrade.

We believe there are further insidi-
ous consequences of budget alterations
and reductions to the various research
accounts. It has become increasingly
clear to the committee that our na-
tional facilities are being squeezed as a
result of tight budgets and the de-
mands placed upon research communi-
ties to accept freezes in many or all
other programs to allow for new initia-
tives. In lieu of this situation, the com-
mittee emphasizes that appropriate
scientific review will be conducted
before closure of any national facility,
including but not necessarily limited
to the NSF and the National Science
Board.

The committee believes that such fa-
cilities are national resources and in
many cases involve the participation
of other agencies and outside users.

Furthermore, H.R. 1210 requires:

First, that emphasis will be placed
on scientific research to support a
better understanding of the phenom-
ena contributing to acid rain;

Second, that NSF will conduct a
study of the research facilities’ needs
of universities;

Third, that the Director of NSF will
report to Congress on those recom-
mendations pertaining to implementa-
tion of the President’s Private Sector
Survey on Cost Control—Grace Com-
mission Report—and the OMB report
“Management of the U.S. Government
in 1986"; and

Fourth, that all Assistant Directors
be in NSF Senior Executive Branch
level appointments rather than Presi-
dential appointments, which four of
the seven currently are.

Finally, H.R. 1210 contains adminis-
tration requested changes in statutory
authority:

First, allowing National Science
Board meeting announcements and
background materials to be sent using
alternative delivery services other
than registered or certified mail. The
committee concurred with this amend-
ment.

Second, to permit the National Sci-
ence Board to use its discretion in re-
viewing grants exceeding ‘“$50,000 per
year for a period not to exceed 3
years” by delegating that authority to
the Director of the Foundation. The|
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committee reached a compromise on
the proposed language.

Third, NSF is seeking an exclusion
from the Freedom of Information Act,
as the Bureau of Census currently has,
which protects proprietary informa-
tion obtained from industries/compa-
nies while in the course of conducted
surveys, questionnaires, and similar
such studies. The committee accepted
this amendment wholeheartedly.

Fourth, NSF submitted the engi-
neering amendment sponsored by Con-
gressmen SKEEN of New Mexico and
BrownN of California. The committee
concurred.

In spite of the budgetary con-
straints, NSF is proposing an increase
in advanced scientific computing. An
increase of $4.7 million over the fiscal
year 1985 level for the advanced scien-
tific computing centers; and is promot-
ing further research in computer sci-
ence and engineering, networking and
access time.

As we are all aware, NSF has an-
nounced the establishment in fiscal
year 1985 or three national supercoms-
puter centers, plus one experimental
center. In addition, NSF is vigorously
pursuing a fourth center, the impetus
which was provided by the transfer of
a Cray-1S from NASA to NSF. The
subcommittee applauds this effort to
work this arrangement within its
budgetary levels.

I congratulate NSF for their work in
the supercomputer area. It was a pro-
gram we in the Science Committee ini-
tiated discussion of in the 1st session
of the 98th Congress and which the
House supported in fiscal year 1985.
NSF is clearly addressing the needs of
the research communities previously
excluded from this significantly ad-
vanced technology.

I would also like to acknowledge the
attention NSF has given to the Arctic
Research and Policy Act of 1984. This
act was passed by the Science and
Technology Committee during the
98th Congress.

To this end, I would like to focus my
remarks on the excellent leadership in
place at the Foundation. Eric Bloch is
to be commended for a very sound pro-
posal. Mr. Bloch has been recognized
this year as a recipient of the Presi-
dent’s National Technology Medal.
The Science and Technology Commit-
tee recognizes him for one of the most
straightforward and accountable ex-
changes before a congressional com-
mittee in defense of a Federal agency’s
budget.

Finally, I thank the members of the
Science and Technology Committee
for an admirable show of bipartisan
support.

Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate
time, I urge the entire House to sup-
port the budget for NSF as proposed
by the administration and the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology by
voting for H.R. 1210.
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOEHLERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
call the attention of my colleagues to
an especially important provision of
H.R. 1210, which amends the National
Science Foundation Organic Act of
1950 in order to clarify and emphasize
the Foundation’s responsibility for
fundamental engineering research and
education. Along with my good friend
from California, GEORGE BrROWN, 1
sponsored similar legislation last year,
which this body unanimously ap-
proved. While I have my problems
with other parts of this legislation, I
would like to commend the National
Science Foundation for including this
provision of H.R. 1210, and urge your
support.

The purpose of this provision is to
more clearly establish the role of the
NSF in supporting our Nation’s base
of research and talent in both science
and engineering. While NSF currently
operates a healthy engineering pro-
gram, it does so without the benefit of
a well-defined engineering mission. By
explicitly recognizing the important
role of NSF in supporting fundamen-
tal engineering research and educa-
tion, we will strengthen the ability of
the Foundation to address critical na-
tional issues.

If our Nation is to remain competi-
tive in world technology markets, we
must maintain and improve our base
of university research and talent, both
of which are essential ingredients for
innovation and technological progress.
Under the leadership of Erich Bloch
and Nam Suh, the National Science
Foundation has been making signifi-
cant gains in meeting engineering re-
search and education needs.

With the passage of an engineering
mission change, the contribution of
NSF to American excellence in science
and engineering will be even greater.
By bringing science and engineering
closer together in the Federal struc-
ture, the overall climate for innova-
tion can only improve.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. 1 thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this legislation and the subcommittee
amendment to freeze the funding
levels for fiscal year 1986 to the 1985
funding levels. I realize that this
means an authorization request for
Astronomical, Atmospheric, Earth and
Ocean Sciences that is about $12 mil-
lion below the original committee
markup but still more than $11 million
above the fiscal 1985 level. While tar-
geting reductions to certain programs,
this freeze takes into consideration
priorities based on science research
and technology considerations. I want
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to commend the chairman for address-
ing fiscal responsibility in a fair and
balanced manner.

The very long baseline array is
funded under the AAEO programs.
This project is one of the great tech-
nological breakthroughs of modern
science and engineering. The VLBA is
a national, and potentially interna-
tional project. Scientists and institu-
tions from different parts of the
United States are involved in the
design and construction of VLBA, and
astronomers from all over the world
will be able to use the facility. The
VLBA, at this stage, will involve the
construction of 10 antenna and control
building sites in different parts of the
United States. The data collected by
these sights will be gathered and ana-
lyzed at an array operations center at
the New Mexico Institute of Mining
and Technology.

Mr. Chairman, the Association of
Universities Inc., under contract with
the National Science Foundation, has
embarked on a project which have
profound implications for our under-
standing of the universe. The VLBA
could measure astronomical positions
with incredible accuracy. It will reveal
details within district galaxies and
help us to gain valuable insights into
the nature of the many different kinds
of matter in space. It will have very
practical applications for the measure-
ment of continental drift, the Earth's
rate of rotation, and many other areas
that concern Earth as well as astro-
nomical science.

Unfortunately, while the design for
this project is already underway, the
1985 funds have been held up twice.
The first delay was to last until April 1
and the second on May 15. This has
not only slowed down the design proc-
ess, it has also prevented the commit-
ment of funds for construction of the
first site in Pie Town which is in my
congressional district. The administra-
tion’s National Science Foundation
budget summary for fiscal year 1986
expresses strong support for the
VLBA, including it among the highest
priority AAEO programs.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to
engage in a colloquy with the distin-
guished chairman of the committee re-
garding the VLBA program, if I could.

Mr. FUQUA. I will be glad to answer
any question the gentleman has, if the
gentleman will yield.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
I just wish to make this inquiry of the
committee chairman: I understand the
committee report contains language
expressing support for the VLBA as a
high priority among the AAEO pro-
grams. I just wanted that substantiat-
ed by the distinguished chairman of
the committee.
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Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, let me
say also that the National Academy of
Sciences has identified this project as
the highest-priority major new instru-
ment for ground astronomy in the
1980’s. We support that concept.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
should there be a freeze amendment, I
understand that this program would
also be a high priority?

Mr. FUQUA. It is the committee's
intention that this still remain as a
very high priority.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman,
let me seek one further clarification
regarding the rumors about the Sacra-
mento Peak Observatory, that it
would be closed without proper review
of the wisdom of such a termination. I
understand that in HR. 1210, as
amended, there is a provision that pre-
cludes the closing of Sacramento Peak.
Is that correct?

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, it provides that
no funds shall be spent toward the clo-
sure of a national facility without ap-
propriate scientific review, including a
review by the appropriate advisory
committee of the National Science
Foundation and also committees of
the National Science Board. So any de-
cision must be based on scientific
review and not just an arbitrary clo-
sure.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the
committee chairman. I also wish to
thank the distinguished subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WaLGren] for the over-

sight hearings he held in New Mexico
on these programs, and I thank the

distinguished chairman, the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Fuqual for his
relentless pursuit of scientific excel-
lence and his leadership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in full support of
this very important piece of legisla-
tion, H.R. 1210.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
RicHARDSON] has expired.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY
was allowed to speak out of order.)
WITHDRAWAL OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 125 FROM

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day I arrived at my office to be in-
formed that House Resolution 125 had
been withdrawn from the calendar.
Naturally, I was concerned regarding
who had withdrawn the resolution
from the calendar, and I and my staff
and other Members of Congress and
their staffs spent the entire day trying
to find out who had withdrawn the
resolution from the calendar. We were
unable to find any Member of Con-
gress who would admit to having with-
drawn the resolution from the calen-
dar, let alone any who even knew in
advance that it was going to be done.
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This was true of all the Members we
were able to contact on the committee
from which the resolution had come
to the floor.

We spent the entire night trying to
find out. This morning earlier I raised
the question as a point of parliamenta-
ry procedure, and I was advised by the
Speaker that the committee had re-
quested this. I had been earlier told by
a staff member of the committee that
he alone had requested that, without
any consultation with any member of
the committee or any Member of Con-
gress.

My concern is that a staff member
would withdraw legislation from the
calendar. I do not think that is appro-
priate procedure.

I would like to have some clarifica-
tion on this matter, and I would like
any Member of Congress who did
indeed authorize this staff member to
withdraw this legislation to come for-
ward so this matter can be cleared up.
I think it is a matter of essential con-
cern to the Members of this Congress
regarding who should make these
kinds of decisions, staff members or
Members of Congress.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I was on the floor
when the gentleman made his parlia-
mentary inquiry of the Speaker, and I
understood very clearly from the
Speaker’s response to him that the re-
quest came from the committee. Has
the gentleman had an opportunity to
discuss this matter, for instance, with
the chairman of the committee?

Mr. ARMEY. I had a call in to the
chairman of the committee, and I
have not been able to locate him. How-
ever, from all the information we had
yesterday, there was not even a sug-
gestion that the chairman of the com-
mittee nor any other member of the
committee made that authorization.
Indeed the staff member told me very
distinctly himself that he had done it
solely on his own recognizance.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I also
look forward to the resolution of this
question because the Speaker was
fairly precise in his response to the
gentleman’s inquiry and made it very
clear that the changing of the sched-
ule could only come about as the
result of a request from the commit-
tee, and obviously the committee is
not members of the staff but only
Members of Congress. But if the gen-
tleman indicates there are no Mem-
bers of Congress willing to come for-
ward and indicate they have specifical-
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ly requested the change in the calen-
dar, then we have a contradiction on
our hands that will indeed have to be
resolved.

So I commend the gentleman for
raising this point, and I look forward
to the members of the committee re-
solving this question.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and I would like to
make one other point.

In repeated efforts yesterday to con-
tact both the Speaker’'s office and the
majority leader’s office, we were
always referred to this same staff
member, and it seems that this is the
only person on the Hill that we can
find who is willing to accept any re-
sponsibility for having withdrawn this
resolution. Again I say this is not ac-
ceptable. This is the business of the
Congress, not the business of the staff.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr. GREGG].

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New Mexico.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the bill before the House and in sup-
port of the fine effort made by the
committee in bringing out the Nation-
al Science Foundation authorization
bill this year.

I would like to address one specific
element of that National Science
Foundation bill and talk about what I
hope will be the activities of the Na-
tional Science Foundation in the area
of education. There is, as I understand
it, $81.5 million authorized for educa-
tional activities under the educational
directorate. Of those moneys, about
$25 million is authorized or directed
toward informal educational activities,
and under that category we have what
is known as telecommunication educa-
tional activities, including the funding
of such programs as “3-2-1 Contact”
and “Sesame Street” and now a new
program which NSF is initiating called
“The Brain.” I want to commend the
National Science Foundation for its
initiative in starting up the program
called “The Brain,” and I want to en-
courage the NSF staff and those
people serving within the educational
directorate to move forward aggres-
sively in the use of telecommunica-
tions in the education of our children.

In my experience in the field of edu-
cating children and as a prior member
of this committee, having had the
honor to serve on this committee for 4
years, it became fairly apparent to me
that what we have available today to
educate our children is a substantial
amount of materials and information
and really excellent programming. But
what we have failed to do is to get
that material and programming out to
the individuals who can benefit from
it the most, basically the children. I
think we have really failed to aggres-
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sively use to its fullest extent the most
incredible communicative facility in
the world, television.

When we think about the fact that
every home in this country, for all in-
tents and purposes, has a television
and that childen in this country spend
a massive amount of time in front of
that television, it is really a crying
shame and a terrible waste of that tre-
mendous facility that we are not in-
putting the children of this Nation
with better opportunities for educa-
tion. There is really no reason at all
why on Saturday morning a child
should not have available to him or
her the opportunity to turn on a chan-
nel which will be as interesting to that
child as cartoons and which will be
getting across a message or at least a
substantive idea which will go a long
way toward educating that child in at
least math and science to fairly objec-
tive disciplines.

Thus I would hope that this commit-
tee and also the National Science
Foundation will continue the strong
work they have initiated since the be-
ginning of 1980 in reestablishing the
educational directorate and especially
pushing the use of the medium of tele-
vision in education and especially con-
tinuing to proceed with the develop-
ment of more programs such as “The
Brain,” “3-2-1 Contact,” and “Sesame
Street.”

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. I am happy to yield to
the ranking member.
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Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman in the well is
much too modest when he congratu-
lates the National Science Foundation
for the momentum in this area, be-
cause I would tell my colleagues in the
House that it has been the gentleman
in the well who has been a leader in
this effort. I applaud him for that
leadership. I could not agree more.

Our youngsters, the children across
America, spend a disproportionate
share of their time in front of that tel-
evision set and he would like and I
would like and we all should hope for
the day when most of that time will be
educational time and we wuse our
modern telecommunications capabili-
ties to the maximum advantage to pro-
vide the best possible educational op-
portunities for our young people, par-
ticularly in the area of science and en-
gineering.

The gentleman has done an out-
standing job, I say to the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. GrEGG] and
I want to publicly applaud the gentle-
man for that leadership.

Mr. GREGG. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman for his generous comments.

It just seems to me that the Nation-
al Science Foundation really is in a
unique position to be the point on this
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issue with their talent, ability, and na-
tional reputation.

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. WALGREN. Well, I, too, want to
say and recognize the contribution of
the gentleman from New Hampshire
and his focus on this particular point,
not only as a Member of Congress in
the committee, but also as someone
who has children and hopes that they
learn from television, rather than not
learn from television.

As the gentleman knows, in response
to his interest in the soundness of that
idea, we do at least underline in the
report that the Science Foundation
should be encouraged to develop this
avenue with value and it is because of
the gentleman in the well and we ap-
preciate it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Hampshire has
expired.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to reinforce my view that the
chairman of this subcommittee has
done a superb job in moving and help-
ing the National Science Foundation
find its way through this effort. I con-
gratulate the gentleman on the report.
I congratulate him on the substance of
the bill. I just hope we can keep the
ball rolling and I know we will follow
the gentleman'’s leadership.

Mr. WALGREN. We appreciate the

gentleman’s support and miss the gen-
tleman on the committee.
@ Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, the Na-
tionl Science Foundation fiscal year
1986 budget authorization bill, H.R.
1210, puts this body in a quandary. On
the one hand, we want to signal our
support for the critical role the Foun-
dation plays in our Nation’s research
base—a role that has never been so im-
portant as it is today. At the same
time, however, there is a concern in
this body that overrides everything
else—a concern that our first priority
is to get control of hemorrhaging defi-
cits that have afflicted this Nation
over the last 4 years.

I believe that in any other time,
H.R. 1210 would sail through this
debate unamended, a credit to the
oversight functions so ably performed
by the Science and Technology Com-
mittee. In today's precarious economic
climate, however, our duty is clear—we
must seek to hold the line on budget
increases and push for a freeze on
many domestic spending programs. I
therefore support the effort to hold
fiscal year 1986 budget authority for
NSF to the fiscal year 1985 appropria-
tions level.

But I would hasten to add, Mr.
Chairman, that we can’t have it both
ways. For if we are to apply this ra-
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tionale to a freeze on many portions of
our nondefense, domestic spending
sector, then we cannot shirk our re-
sponsibility and not apply it to certain
portions of our defense sector as well.

In this connection I note with not a
little consternation that in a time
when NSF's budget request is for an
increase of 7 percent—the bulk of
which is in support for basic re-
search—the DOD’s basic research
budget request is for an increase of 16
percent. It's about time we start to un-
derstand that when we are forced to
shortchange efforts such as those of
the National Science Foundation be-
cause there is no room to maneuver in
a budget with a $200 billion deficit, we
are shortchanging our national securi-
ty. For while we may face threats to
this security in a hostile international
environment, we must not forget that
the challenge to our long-run industri-
al competitiveness is no less a threat
to our Nation.

I hope this body keeps this in mind
when we begin to look at certain as-
pects of the Defense Department’s re-
search budget which holds support for
some gold-plated weapons gimmickry.
For the true costs of this gimmickry
are the many opportunities we are
giving up today in supporting a freeze
on the Foundation’s budget.e@
® Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, when I
was going through this legislation, I
noticed that there was a specific statu-
tory provision requiring the National
Science Foundation to do a study on
the causes and effects of acid rain.

I suppose that I have no problems
with a study; it will only remove the
doubts in the minds of some people on
the causes of this major environmen-
tal problem. But doing a study on the
causes of acid rain is a little like doing
a study on the health effects of ciga-
rette smoking. Research is not
enough—we know the causes—now is
the time to work on solutions.

I do not want this statutory lan-
guage to serve as a stopgap measure. I
do not want the Members of the
House to be able to pat themselves on
the back today and say that we've
dealt with the acid rain problem
through this bill. We haven't. We've
made a very tentative first step.

All the studies in the world will not
change the fact that there are over
200 “dead” lakes in the Adirondacks.
It will not change the fact that lakes
are dying every day in Massachusetts.
It will not change the fact that the
Quabbin Reservoir has extremely
acidic water.

Let’s do the study. Let’s remove all
doubts from the minds of those who
don’t want to face this problem. But at
the same time, let's move toward con-
crete solutions. My bill, H.R. 1030, pro-
vides those solutions. It gets at the
root of the problem by requiring
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actual reductions in the amount of
sulfur dioxide emissions.

Let me reiterate that I will certainly
not oppose this bill. But I want to urge
the NSF to actually conduct this
study. And I urge the Congress to
begin looking at solutions to America’s
No. 1 environmental problem: Acid
rain.e

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, does
the gentleman from New Mexico have
any further requests for time?

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
vield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute now printed in
the reported bill shall be considered as
an original bill for the purpose of
amendment, and each section shall be
considered as having been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “National Science
Foundation Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1986".

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the National Science Founda-
tion, for the fiscal year 1986, the sums set
forth in the following categories:

(1) Advanced Scientific Computing,
$46,230,000.

(2) Astronomical, Atmospheric, Earth, and
Ocean Sciences, $372,170,000.

(3) Biological, Behavioral, and Social Sci-
ences, $272,050,000.

(4) Engineering, $170,070,000.

(5) Mathematical and Physical Sciences,
$428,970,000.

(6) Scientific, Technological, and Interna-
tional Affairs, $38,360,000.

(7T) Program Development and Manage-
ment, $69,900,000.

(8) Science and Engineering Education,
$82,000,000.

(9) United States Antarctic Program,
$120,100,000.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, from the amunts authorized
under subsection (a)—

(1) not less than $1,000,000 Shall be avail-
able for the ethics and values in science and
technology program; and

(2) not less than $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Policy Research and Analysis
program.

(¢) In the obligation, use, and expenditure
of the amounts appropriated for Biotic Sys-
tems and Resources under the authority
provided in subsection (aX3) and for Atmos-
pheric Sciences under the authority provid-
ed in subsection (aX2), emphasis shall be
placed on basic scientific research to sup-
port a better understanding of the phenom-
ena that contribute to acid rain.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WaLKER: At
the end of section 2 (page 15, after line 9),
add the following new subsection:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the total of the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated by this section and
section 6 shall not exceed $1,501,792,000.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is essentially a freeze level
amendment. It is similar in nature to
the amendment that was offered to
the space bill that came before the
House just prior to the recess.

Let me first acknowledge the work
of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
PurseLL], the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. MorrisoN], who at the
time of the space legislation brought
their amendment to the floor, had pre-
pared a similar kind of amendment for
the bill today.

My amendment does track the
amendment that they had. The reason
for my offering it, in all honesty, is I
think the committee at this point is in
recognition of the fact that this is
something that the House wants to do
and we need to begin to bring our in-
ternal adjustments to what was appar-
ently the House position.

I do want to make the point that we
did come out of the committee at the
Presidential level, at the level of re-
quest in the NSF bill, and that was a
conscious attempt to try to stick with
budgetary practice and priority, a pri-
ority set by the President in order to
try to move science programs ahead,
despite his attempts to effect an over-
all freeze on spending; but it is appar-
ent that the House wants to move
probably a little further than that and
in the case of these amendments say
that we want a 1985 appropriation
level for the authorization of this par-
ticular bill. That is effectively what
this amendment would achieve.

It says that we will not spend more
than $1,500,792,000 in the upcoming
fiscal year 1986.

I would urge the House to adopt this
kind of a freeze approach to build
upon what we did in the first authori-
zation bill that came on the House
floor, the one that came out of NASA.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I am very glad to
vield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the committee adjusting to
the new historical bipartisan effort led
by Congressman MORRISON, myself
and others, to go back to the 1985
freeze budget level.

As I understand, correct me if I am
wrong, I say to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, the original proposal
was about 6 percent over last year, if
that is correct.

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is
correct. As I say, that reflected an at-
tempt by the committee to stay within
the level that was requested by the ad-
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ministration, but the administration
did have an increased priority for sci-
ence within the budget, so therefore
had increased that above the 1985
spending level.

Mr. PURSELL. Therefore, we take it
back 6 percent to comply with the
1985 budget level, which would be con-
sistent with what we did with NASA
last Wednesday evening.

So I want to congratulate the com-
mittee, the chairman, the gentleman
from Florida, and our great chairman,
the gentleman from Albuquerque, NM,
ManNY LuJsawn, and the gentleman in
the well for making this adjustment
and complying with our precedent
here, because it is historical that if we
can be consistent, and I know the gen-
tleman in the well has been consistent
over the years, to look at fiscal integri-
ty in trying to achieve a balanced
budget goal.

So we have been successful with
NASA and we can be successful today
in the adoption of this amendment. I
think we can carry that to the Bureau
of Standards legislation tomorrow in
which I have an amendment filed with
the Clerk to do the same thing in prin-
ciple, so that we can get a balanced
budget and achieve at least a $38 to
$50 billion reduction in the deficit this
year.

I congratulate the committee. I
served on the Committee on Science
and Technology some years ago. It is
an outstanding committee.

This way it allows the committee to
reprogram those dollars into the func-
tional category within the bill itself
and I think that is appropriate, rather
than somebody on the floor arbitrarily
jumping in and trying to change the
priorities within the National Science
Foundation.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I want to thank
the gentleman for his statement.

Let me say to the gentleman that I
would hope that as bills come forth in
the future that we are also going to
try where the President has requested
lower levels that we will attempt to
come in at those levels of the Presi-
dential budget as well, that we are not
talking about a freeze of priorities at
the 1985 level, because the freeze of
priorities at the 1985 level still pro-
duces massive deficits.

It seems to me that if we are willing
to cut back where that seems appro-
priate, then we ought to also be will-
ing to cut back in some of those areas
where the Presidential budget is below
what the freeze would take us. That
way, we really do begin to have some
control of the deficit.

I would hope that we are going to
look in that direction, too.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. WALKER. 1 would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, we will
be looking at that on a case-by-case
basis as the bills come before the floor.

The question before the public and
this Nation is not below spending
levels of 1986 or 1985. The question is
whether Congress has consistently
been spending at a faster rate. Medi-
care is growing at the rate of 15 per-
cent per year. Medicaid, 10.2 percent.
So the rate of growth is the bottom
line in which the public is asking fiscal
integrity and fiscal responsibility here.

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. PURSELL. I also suggest that
we, some of our group, are suggesting
that our freeze apply across the board
to that $1 trillion budget. That means
defense, that means domestic budget
areas, plus; so we will be going into
certain categories, maybe 50 or 60 dif-
ferent programs of the Federal Gov-
ernment, looking for additional spend-
ing, because the freeze itself if you
were to apply the freeze across the
board to today's Federal budget, the
1986 budget numbers, the CBO num-
bers, you are only going to come up
with about $38 billion.

The gentleman is absolutely correct.
Those are not enough dollars to
achieve not only the 1986 goal of $50
billion, but the deficit which will be
greater in 1987 and in 1988, simply be-
cause the recovery, with all due re-
spect to my supply sider colleagues,
will not be recovering at a 4-percent
growth rate of the GNP.

So I suggest we are going to have to
look at additional budget cuts later on,
over and above the freeze in which we
can get agreement wi'hin the House,
Republicans and Democrats, and with
the Senate and with the administra-
tion.

I think the public is asking for that,
s0 I congratulate the committee again
for its excellent work.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I thank the
gentleman.

1 think it is important to make the
point, as the gentleman has there,
that if you take the March figures, the
latest figures we have, the March fig-
ures, they show that revenues to the
Federal Government are growing at an
11 percent greater rate than they were
in March of the year prior.
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That means that we have a rate of
revenue growth to the Federal Gov-
ernment of almost three times the
rate of inflation. That should give us
the ability to begin to catch up on
some of those deficit numbers.

The problem is that that body is
spending at a rate of 12 percent great-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

er and so, therefore, despite the addi-
tional revenues, we are spending at
the greater rate than the increased
revenues are coming in.

If we could get back to just having a
spending rate at the rate of inflation
we could cut into the deficit in a mas-
sive way based upon the economic
growth that is taking place. And so it
is important that we go beyond just
freezing at the 1985 levels but take a
look at a lot of programs in order to
try to cut back so that our revenue
growth can catch up with our spend-
ing levels.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Am I correct in my
understanding that the gentleman in
the well would be receptive to an
amendment to his amendment from
the chairman of the committee?

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is
correct. It is my understanding that
the chairman of the committee is pre-
pared to offer an amendment that
would allow the committee to make
adjustments within this particular
number.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLKER] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. BOEHLERT and by
unanimous consent Mr. WALKER was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. It is my understand-
ing that the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Fuqual will offer such an amend-
ment that will allow adjustments by
the committee within this figure so
that we can have the committee re-
flecting the priorities that we think
are proper rather than to freeze again
at the 1985 priority levels.

So I am prepared to accept that
amendment.

Mr. BOEHLERT. If the gentleman
will yield, it I may I would like to com-
mend the gentleman in the well for
his willingness to accept that amend-
ment because had he been reluctant to
accept it I would have opposed vigor-
ously the straight freeze amendment. I
think we have got a responsibility here
in the Congress to provide some lead-
ership and I feel we are taking the
easy way out every single time we just
say “freeze.”

Some programs are deserving of
more funding. Some programs are de-
serving of a higher priority, and
simply to establish a precedent under
which we say to all of the agencies
“Spend no more than you did last
year, we are treating you all equal,”
they are not all equal. Some of them,
and I happen to think the National
Science Foundation is one of them,
have a pressing need for more money
because it is an investment in the
future of America.
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But I commend the gentleman in
the well for working out a very satis-
factory arrangement under the cir-
cumstances.

However, I must confess I do not like
the circumstances. I think we in the
Congress are weak-kneed, we are turn-
ing our back on our responsibility. We
are not willing to establish priorities.
We are saying freeze, and that is not
good enough. I think the American
people deserve something more than
that.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man and I think part of my problem is
the fact that I think we are weak-
kneed on the spending side though,
too, because some research I have
been doing recently shows what we
have done over the last 5 years is over-
spent our own budgets, our own budg-
ets, by $150 billion. If we do not find
some way to begin to put a clamp on,
we cannot depend upon the Budget
Act to do it because we just waive the
Budget Act, we violate it. The way we
can begin to control is in the authori-
zation process, because the authoriza-
tions stick. And we have to have some-
thing that sticks on this, and this is
one way that you can begin to do it.

I would say to the gentleman I know
that he is reflecting the kind of priori-
ty determination that the administra-
tion thought was important, that the
science of this country has to go for-
ward if we are to meet the technologi-
cal future that this country needs to
enjoy, if we are to improve trade and
everything else. So the gentleman has
taken a responsible position on that.

I think, though, from the standpoint
of our committee, the realities of the
House are at this point that what we
need to do in this effort is to begin to
freeze in some of these things that are
high priority efforts so that in some of
the other efforts a little later on we
could also impose the same kind of
freeze.

It is going to be interesting to see
how people react to some of those.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Will the gentle-
man yield further?

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to.

Mr. BOEHLERT. I would like to put
things into perspective. Consider this
fact: at the very time we are talking
about a budget for an agency which
has primary responsibility for most
nondefense research and development
in America, an agency that is dealing
with the future of America, which has
a total budget request of $1.6 billion,
which is the total budget request for
the National Science Foundation—
now, get this—at this very hour, unless
we in this body do something, on Octo-
ber 1 of this year the excise tax on
cigarettes will be reduced from 16
cents to 8 cents a pack. That is a 50-
percent reduction.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLKER] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. BoEHLERT and by
unanimous consent Mr. WALKER was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BOEHLERT. You might say
that is no big deal. But every one
penny in excise tax in cigarettes brings
in $212 million. You multiply that by 8
and guess what? Miracles, miracles.
That is more than the total budget re-
quest for an entire fiscal year, $1.6 bil-
lion, for the National Science Founda-
tion.

Now, I do not like to brag about it,
but I am a smoker and I do it by
choice. But it is mindboggling to me
that we are arguing about nickels and
dimes in an agency dealing with the
future of America, and at the same
time we are going to give a massive tax
break to the tobacco industry.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man, and the National Institutes of
Health might want to talk to him
about his choices.

Mr. PURSELL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. I just want to appre-
ciate the remarks of the gentleman
from New York. He has been working
with us on a budget analysis of a
freeze. But that is a bottom line mini-
mum standard.

Obviously the spending habits of
this Congress, including all of us over
the years, have been rather on the
high spending level, and the rate of
spending has gone out of control. So it
is a minimal effort of trying to get a
freeze. Maybe it sounds good; it may
be popular. We will be looking at each
appropriation and authorization bill as
they come along.

But I like science and technology
and I like the National Science Foun-
dation. My big university, the Univer-
sity of Michigan, is a recipient of
funds from this committee.

But the President in briefing many
of us on our budget freeze proposal
thinks that that is the right strategy
for the country at this time to get our
fiscal house in order. And every uni-
versity and every recipient from this
committee realizes that if it is fair, if
the Defense Department is treated the
same as NSF, and UDAG, and revenue
sharing, and all of the other programs,
they could live with that kind of a
strategy in terms of good public policy
for this Nation to eliminate the defi-
cit.

And let us not lose sight of that na-
tional deficit. That is an albatross
around this Nation and around this
country.
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Mr.
yield?

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from New Mexico,
the ranking minority member on the
committee.

Mr. LUJAN. I think the National
Science Foundation can get along as
well with $1.5 billion as it can with
$1.6 billion. I do not think that that is
a big cut in any agency.

However, having been around here
for these last 17 years I just wonder
sometimes about what motives there
are, you know, other than balancing
the budget which we all support.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLkER] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. LuJaNn and by
unanimous consent Mr. WALKER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WALKER. I will be glad to con-
tinue to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LUJAN. And is it the intention
of the proponents of these amend-
ments that are offered on every bill or
will be offered on every bill, and I will
tell the gentleman that probably with
the exception of Defense I will sup-
port all of the other freezes, but are
we talking when we move down the
line and it turns out that the 1985
level is higher than the President's
proposal, is the gentleman thinking of
taking the lower of the two, whatever
it may be?

I will also ask the gentleman from
Michigan that same question.

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania has raised that point
here earlier, and my intention I think
would be that when the President has
come in at lower levels, then at that
point we need to have an amendment
out here to reflect those lower levels,
because that is how we will really
begin to control this process and that
would certainly be this gentleman’s
intent, to take the lower of the two,
the 1985 authorization or the Presi-
dent’s request, and come to the floor
with the lower of the two so that we
begin to get a real adjustment in
budget priorities.

Mr. LUJAN. If the gentleman would
yield further, I would like to ask that
same question of the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. PurseLLl. I would ask
the gentleman that question also be-
cause he is one of the ones that is
bringing this subject up all of the
time, for which I admire him, I might
say.

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. I thank the gentle-
man. I have been here a number of
years, not as long as the gentleman
from New Mexico, I might say, but I
think serving on the Appropriations
Committee those are unusual cases
when you are below the 1885 level in
respect to individual spending pro-

LUJAN. Will the gentleman
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grams in this Nation. So I think the
gentleman is right. We ought to take a
look at those on a case-by-case basis.

You are suggesting already that we
make an exception in the area of the
defense budget in your case, and this
is you personally, and I respect that.
But if each of us begins to make ex-
ceptions to reduce spending and try to
get some fairness principle, whether it
is a freeze or some percentage of
growth rate, or limited emplacement
at 4 percent, some particular principle
of budgetting, unless we can do that
we are not going to address this issue.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLKER] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. LuJsaN and by
unanimous consent Mr. WALKER was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)
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Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, it is an open ques-
tion. Let us look at the bills as they
come before us. Some are lower, fine,
but you are not going to find many ex-
amples in a trillion dollar budget in
which those budget levels are lower.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico.

Mr. LUJAN. This is what concerns
me. There are always some kinds of
different motives. My particular
budget that I like, for example, is in a
different category from that one.

I am trying to kind of nail down: Are
we going to generally go for the lower
figure whether it is the 1985 level or
the President’s level? That is what I
would support, I will tell the gentle-
man.

I would like to ask the gentleman
the same question: Is he looking to
offer amendments that would either
be the 1985 level or the President's
recommendation level, whichever is
the lower.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think the budget-
ary expense and principles are consist-
ent across the board because it applies
the fairness doctrine.

I would be open, and I think our
group and others who are working on
behalf of—and I am a task force chair-
man of a larger group—that we would
be willing to look at those on a case-
by-case basis.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. WALGREN and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding to
me and I appreciate his approach to
this. I notice in his statement that he
says it apparently is the will of the
House that we move to these levels.

I just want to be on record to try to
raise recognition of the special nature
of this budget, and I believe that in
many instances the gentleman in the
well would agree that reductions in
this area do “‘cut off our nose to spite
our face.”

We will lose some substantial effort
in this area, and I do not think we
should kid ourselves that we are not.
And when we go to the amendment as
will be proposed by the chairman of
the full committee [Mr. FuqQual, we
will lose $10 million in the engineering
directorate.

Now that $10 million is in an area of
a very small investment, an area that
is moving very fast; an area that my
part of the country, particularly, can
appreciate because it is our failure to
keep up with manufacturing engineer-
ing particularly that has led to the
demise of the steel industry, and a

great deal of loss for our country also.

We will lose some $25 million in the
mathematics and physicial sciences
area.

Now those who would like on a case-
by-case basis to treat defense with a
little bit of extra effort, given the
challenges around the world, would
want to support that $25 million.

You cannot look back in history and
appreciate the role that theoretical
physicists and theoretical mathemat-
ics played in the development of the
atom bomb in World War II, knowing
that we were just lucky, and turn our
backs on an administration recommen-
dation for $25 million in that area. But
we are by going forward in this way.

The same thing is true in the area of
behavioral social sciences where we
are at a critical mass in that period, in
that area; they have suffered more
than their share of cuts in the past.
We will lose some $12 million of re-
search effort in this area where many
students are turning away because of
lack of support.

So we are going to lose something of
real value. I hope we can agree on a
fundamental approach, such as a
freeze, which would then allow us to
all join together and accomplish the
goals of the gentleman in the well.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FUQUA AS A SUB-
STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. WALKER
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment as a substitute for the

amendment offered by Mr. WALKER.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., FuQua as a
substitute for the amendment offered by
Mr. WaLKER: In lieu of the matter insert:

In section 2 of the committee amendment,
strike *$372,170,000" and insert
“$359,483,000”; strike *$272,050,000" and
insert “$259,260,000"; strike “$170,070,000"
and insert $160,070,000""; strike
“$428,970,000” and insert “$404,377,000";
strike '$38,360,000” and insert
“$37,770,000"; strike ''$69,900,000” and
insert “$72,230,000"; strike '‘$82,000,000"
and insert *$50,550,000”; and strike
$120,100,000” and insert “$110,830,000.”

Mr. FUQUA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the substitute amendment
be considered as read and printed in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the substitute amendment.
While the intent of the amendment,
which is to reduce the fiscal year 1986
authorization to the fiscal year 1985
appropriation level, congressional and
committee directions and priorities
would be lost without my amendment.
An amendment to reduce to the 1985
freeze level is more appropriate if leg-
islative directives were given for the
specific line items or the research and
other activities provided for in the au-
thorizing legislation.

The Science and Technology Com-
mittee has carefully reviewed the
budget request and heard testimony
from numerous witnesses in eight
hearings, beginning in April 1984. The
gentleman’s amendment, while well in-
tentioned does not preserve the re-
search priorities and initiatives that
are the products of directed and care-
ful work by the Congress and by the
committee.

The substitute amendment I offer to
the gentleman's amendment is de-
signed to do just that. It would reduce
the budget authorization to last year's
appropriation level—the freeze level as
some prefer to call it, but with the
best sense of priorities and purposes
that we can fashion.

I believe the committee is in a posi-
tion to offer guidance for each budget
activity. The priorities that would be
maintained by my amendment include
the continuation of four national cen-
ters for advanced scientific computing,
as well as the six engineering research
centers selected several weeks ago by
the National Science Foundation.
Other priorities include basic research
and associated instrumention and fa-
cilities for mathematical, physical, bio-
logical, behavior, astronomical, atoms-
pheric, Earth, and ocean sciences.
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I believe the administration’s fiscal
yvear 1986 request and the Science
Committee’s bill are in the best inter-
est of society and necessary to main-
tain U.S. competitiveness in basic re-
search. However, given the concern
over the deficit, I appreciate the need
to reduce the bill reported by the Sci-
ence and Technology Committee to
the fiscal year 1985 appropriation
level.

The NSF has five major areas of re-
search emphasis, and a separate pro-
gram for science and engineering edu-
cation. My amendment preserves the
fiscal year 1986 levels in H.R. 1210 for
two of the areas, including advanced
scientific computing; as well as retain-
ing new obligational authority for Sei-
ence and engineering education. My
amendment reduces authorization
levels for three research areas below
the H.R. 1210 level, but still allows for
a 2- to 3-percent increase above the
fiscal year 1985 appropriation level.

In the case of engineering, my
amendment reduces the level in H.R.
1210 by $10 million which still main-
tains the engineering activity at $10
million above the fiscal year 1985 ap-
propriation. This reduction may delay
the planned establishment of addition-
al engineering research centers in
fiscal year 1986, but it will provide
adequate funds to continue the six en-
gineering research centers established
in 1985. The bottom line is the same as
the Walker amendment.

If at a later date, the Budget Com-
mittee allocates funds for the science
category above the amounts author-
ized for NSF in my amendment, I
would support consideration of a sup-
plemental appropriation to restore the
NSF budget to the administration’s re-
quest for fiscal year 1986 and H.R.
1210.

I urge that the substitute amend-
ment be agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, will the
chairman of the committee yleld to
me?

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. I appreciate the chair-
man yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate
the approach the chairman is taking
and comment on it because I think it
is better for the committee, which is
responsible for the funding, to make
the decisions as to where the funding
should go than to do it across the
board.

But I would ask the question in the
science and education, education direc-
torate, where you have $51 million, is
it the intention or the understanding
of the chairman that the $31.5 million
which is a carryover from 1985 for
which there is a deferral pending, that
that deferral would be approved so we
would not have a programming change
in that directorate?
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Mr. FUQUA. The carryover funding
would be included or could be carried
over and would not be reduced.

Mr. GREGG. So there would be no
reduction in the programming of that
directorate.

Mr. FUQUA. That is correct.

Mr. GREGG. Of the $51 million.

Mr. FUQUA. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to my friend
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, as I had indicated to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
BoeHLERT], as the author of the origi-
nal amendment, I am certainly pre-
pared to accept the gentleman’s
amendment. I think it is a very valua-
ble addition to the amendment that I
put forth.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. FUQUA. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico.

Mr. LUJAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to con-
gratulate the gentleman and support
his amendment. I think we do a better
job of doing it the way the chairman
has proposed, not that it is a bad idea
what the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WaLkER] is doing; but we take
into consideration the additional

effort, super computer centers, engi-
neering centers, those sorts of things.

I would like to ask the gentleman,
because I was out when he was dis-
cussing it earlier, but there is no
change at all in the wording such as,
for example, the closing of Sacramen-
to Peak, that they could not move
ahead?

Mr. FUQUA. Absolutely. All we are
changing is the basic numbers to con-
form to the overall number that would
total the amount that was appropri-
ated in fiscal year 1985.

Mr. LUJAN. I thank the gentleman
and support his amendment.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to the gentle-
man, the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Would the good chairman from Flor-
ida indicate and clarify the actual dol-
lars going back to 1985 that we would
be saving by virtue of his amendment
plus the Walker amendment?

Mr. FUQUA. It would reduce it back
to $1.502 billion.

Mr. PURSELL. It would be a saving
of how many dollars?

Mr. FUQUA. Approximately $100
million.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
requisite number of words.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise to support both
the Walker amendment and the com-
mittee substitute. I am very pleased to
see the growing support in the House
for the concept that was initially put
forward by the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. PurseLL], and myself, in the
amendment to the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration authori-
zation. The practice of freezing spend-
ing at fiscal year 1985 levels is an im-
portant first step in dealing with the
budget deficit.
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I think a freeze is something we can
implement now. It is equally impor-
tant that the authorizing committees
play the critical role in setting forth
the priorities within available funds,
and that is why I think that the com-
mittee substitute is particularly appro-
priate.

I hope that the message being sent
by our votes on these freeze amend-
ments will cause authorizing commit-
tees to take the lead by reporting to
the floor bills at fiscal year 1985
spending level.

Unless we are willing to stick to
fiscal year 1985 spending levels, I do
not think we can make any reasonable
start on fighting the budget deficit.

Some questions were raised about
whether or not those of us who have
been offering this kind of an amend-
ment are commiited to offering the
lower of the President’s level or the
1985 spending level.

Speaking just for this Member, I be-
lieve that a freeze at fiscal year 1985
spending levels is essentially the limit
of what we can expect to accomplish
through the authorizing process. Its
case-by-case nature precludes the kind
of balancing process that requires the
input of the Budget Committee.

We have taken the step of freezing
individual authorizations because our
alternatives were so limited. We do not
yvet have a budget resolution. Because
of that, decisions about the merits of
cuts below the freeze level or increases
above it have not been made.

Although a freeze at fiscal year 1985
appropriations level will not solve our
deficit problem, our vote 2 weeks ago
to freeze the NASA budget was signifi-
cant. It demonstrated to the Commit-
tee on the Budget that there is gener-
al support for a freeze. A vote in favor
of this amendment should wipe out
any doubt about our resolve.

Obviously, there are places beyond
what we are freezing where we may be
able to save additional money. Now,
the Budget Committee ought to be in
a position to bring us both a budget
resolution and a process through
amendment so that the House can
work its will on where perhaps we
would spend more or where we would
spend less.

Mr. LUJAN. Will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I
yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico.

Mr. LUJAN. Am I to understand
from that that if a bill comes in here
at the President’s figures, that might
be less than 1985, is the gentleman
going to seek an increase to the 1985
level?

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. No;
that is not what I was stating.

If the committee’s judgment is that
the President’s level is the appropriate
one, I am certainly not committed to
raising spending to the 1985 level.
However, if a committee comes in at
the 1985 level and the President has
proposed a lower level, I do not think
we automatically should support going
to the President’s proposed spending
level.

There are, I am sure, areas where all
of us believe we could spend less than
the 1985 level, and of course there are
places where all of us could find to
spend more than the 1985 level.

My view is, you should not spend
more than the 1985 level unless you
find the money to pay for the in-
crease; either with cuts somewhere
else, or by increases in revenue.

Only the budget process can provide
that overall framework. What we are
doing here in the authorization proc-
ess is for those things that are coming
to us before there is a budget; we are
setting the precedent that we will
spend more money until it is paid for,
and by definition, it is not paid for at
the point of the decision on these au-
thorizations.

Mr. LUJAN., If the gentleman would
yield further, is it then what I gather
from the gentleman, is that if some-
one comes in with a 1985 level that is
higher than the President’s level, then
the gentleman does not look at that as
a priority for balancing the budget,
only if it happens that the President
proposed more than the 1985 level? Is
that the understanding?

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I
think it is a priority to take the steps
that we reasonably can take to do
something about the budget deficit,
and one on which I think there can be
broad agreement is that we cannot
spend more than the 1985 level unless
we have found the funds to take care
of the increased spending.

In fact, we have to do more than
that, and that has been adequately
and appropriately addressed. We have
to start with what is possible. If we
end the debate with the statement
that “We're going to spend more here
now because sometime down the road,
we'll save some money,” that is not
going to work. That is what the
budget process ought to bring to us,
and I hope within the next month we
are going to be on the floor here with
the budget resolution, and we can
have the debate about what areas of
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the budget we will seek to reduce
below the 1985 level.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MoRRI-
soN of Connecticut was allowed to pro-
ceed for 5 additional minutes.)

Mr. LUJAN. If the gentleman would
continue to yield, would it be a good
premise to start with to say the 1985
level or the President’s level, whichev-
er lower? Might that be some kind of
additional premise?

Would it be a logical premise to pro-
ceed from that, whichever is lower, the
1985 level or the Presidential request
level, whichever one of those two is
the lower of the figures; because that
really will help us lower the deficit.

Would it be logical to proceed on the
basis that whichever of the two is
lower, that is the one we should sup-
port? I want to help the gentleman.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I
understand.

Mr. LUJAN. I am with him on bal-
ancing the budget, on reducing it to
the 1985 level, but I am asking the
gentleman if he would not agree that
if we are really serious about it, then
let us take the lower of the two.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
First of all, I appreciate that the gen-
tleman is trying to help, and I think
we are both serious about the budget
deficit. I would hope all Americans
would be serious about it, because it is
a serious problem. It is not a partisan
issue. It is a serious American issue
that we ought to deal with.

However, I do not agree with the
gentleman that that is automatically
the way to proceed. Frankly, I do not
agree with some of the President’s re-
ductions, nor some of the President’s
increases, but what I do believe is that
through our process of setting prior-
ities in the past, we came to rest on
the 1985 levels.

There was a considered judgement
over a number of years to bring us to
certain relative levels of spending. It is
not perfect, but it reflects a kind of
consensus: The House, the Senate and
the President have agreed on the 1985
spending levels.

A place to start is to say we are not
going to spend more than that until
we make a considered judgment to
find a way to pay for it. It is that
broad principle that we can agree on
most easily; it is not the end of the
budget deficit solution, but it is a be-
ginning.

There is a danger of breaking down
that consensus if your premise were to
be accepted. On a case-by-case basis,
there may be a reasons to go below
1985 levels, but I cannot agree to a
general rule that because the Presi-
dent has suggested that we do so, that
we make that our operating premise. I
am afraid I could not agree with that
and I think many Members who agree
on the freeze could not agree with
that.
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Mr. LUJAN. If the gentleman will
yield to me, I just bring that up be-
cause my priority, beyond funding any
particular agency of the Government
is to balance the budget, and I am just
looking for the lowest figure that we
can spend.

Mr. WALGREN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, that
question will come up tommorow, and
as you know, tomorrow we will have
the National Bureau of Standards
budget, and the gentleman will have
the alternative to abandon things like
the Center for Fire Research in the
Bureau in order to go to the lower
number that the President has recom-
mended.

Now, knowing the gentleman from
New Mexico, I know that he has a
highest priority on things like the
Center for Fire Research. It certainly
has contributed life-saving technology
and promises cost-saving technology in
the future, but that budget is so strue-
tured that we will have to abandon
that.

I come back to the feeling that the
question is, to what degree are we
going to cut off our nose to spite our
face in some of these reductions? And
we may be able to agree on a freeze,
and that is a possible starting point,
but it also involves a certain amount
of sacrifice, and I hope that we can
minimize the losses.

I wanted to emphasize one other
point, Mr. Chairman, a good point in
the amendment as proposed by the
chairman of the full committee, and
that is the maintenance because the
committee has restructured this and
been involved in the restructuring; the
maintenance of the supercomputer
center effort within the university
community.

We have Nobel Prizewinners, as the
ranking minority member, Mr. BoEH-
LERT, knows, who have less access to
supercomputers than graduate stu-
dents in Europe. We maintain that
level in this amendment that is being
offered as a substitute. That is one of
the—that is the least we should do,
and the amendment is recommendable
on the basis of that alone, I think.

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. I
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion on the subject.

Mr. Chairman, it ought to be under-
scored that even a freeze imposes sac-
rifices. This budget deficit problem is
not going to go away easily or for free.
We are not talking about a matter
where there are allegations of waste.
We are talking about the tough
choices that we have to make to re-
solve our fiscal crisis. I think the
freeze is a good place to start.
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Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to discuss in
the context of this amendment, which
I support, the future possibilities. This
particular level, which will be success-
ful here today, to bring it back to 1985
levels, is parallel to the amendment
that was passed to the NASA authori-
zation bill that we had on the floor
some 2 weeks ago in which it was
brought back to fiscal year 1985 spend-
ing levels.

These amendments are predicated
on the fact that we will, in fact, be suc-
cessful in an across-the-board freeze,
which the Senate is considering a ver-
sion thereof, not a pure freeze. It may
well be that this particular House will
have forthcoming out of the Budget
Committee a true across-the-board
freeze, or it may be, if they do not,
that some such substitute budget
might be offered by Members, such as
myself, akin to one that was offered
last year by myself and my colleague,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
MacKay], which, by the way, only re-
ceived 108 votes.

The fact is that whether or not an
across-the-board freeze is successful is
going to be determined by some tough,
hard, unpopular votes in the future.

Now, should the across-the-board
freeze not prevail, then it is my inten-
tion, as chairman of the Space Sub-
committee, and I would assume people
handling the budgets of the National
Science Foundation, to come back and
make the plea that it ought to be at
our committee-recommended level; in
other words, these agencies dealing
with science and technology, if other
agencies of Government are not going
to be bound by an across-the-board
freeze, then these are the agencies
that least should be held down to the
previous year’s spending levels.

Now, why do I say that? And I will
conclude with this. I say that because
of a revelation that has just come out,
out of the Space Program research, a
new laser that is being developed at
the Jet Propulsion Laboratory that,
because it was developed for the Space
Program, it has an application we
think that it might render mute
bypass surgery, that you could use
that laser to go in and clean out the
arteries that otherwise we have to do
bypass surgery for now.

Or I am talking about microminia-
turization that came out of the Space
Program, transferring that technology
to medicine today, and at Johns Hop-
kins right now they are about to im-
plant a miniaturized computer in a
human that will release, according to
its computerized program, certain
amounts of drugs, depending on the
body's condition, that could cure those
particular kinds of diseases.
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My bottom line, in sharing these
comments with you today, is that re-
search out of science and technology is
the future of America. These areas
ought to sacrifice, as everyone, if in
fact everyone does, in an across-the-
board freeze. But if that unravels,
then we need to go back and look out
for the future of the United States.

I will yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], and then
I will yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. LuJan].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for his statement, because I think
he makes an excellent point. I think,
to some extent, the Science and Tech-
nology Committee is getting penalized
and science programs are getting pe-
nalized in this process for having done
our work efficiently and having gotten
to the floor first in the 1986 year. If in
fact it worked out the way the gentle-
man'’s scenario says, that when we get
to other votes later on we are not will-
ing to maintain this position, then I
think we ought to go back and reex-
amine the priorities. As it is right now,
the record that we are making is that
we are willing to go along with the
freeze. I think we ought to continue to
move in that direction and also come
in at the President’s lower levels,
wherever that is appropriate, until
that point when the House shows it is
not willing to do that across the board,
and then we ought to go back and ex-
amine just what the priorities of this
country really should be.

So the gentleman’'s statement I
think is very worthwhile, and I appre-
ciate what he has had to say.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the -

gentleman from Florida [Mr. NELSON]
has expired.

By unanimous consent, Mr. NELSON
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. LuJan]l.

Mr. LUJAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I had not sought addition-
al recognition from the gentleman be-
cause, basically, I was going to say
what the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia did, and that is that we were the
efficient committees, if you want to
put it that way, and we brought our
bills onto the floor, and we are the be-
ginning ones. Not that I objected to it,
not that I object to the freeze, not
that I object to the lower level of
spending, but I hope that it keeps on,
what has happened in the bills we
have brought to the floor continues to
happen with other legislation.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for his comments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. FuqQual as a
substitute for the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WALKER].

The amendment offered as a substi-
tute for the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER],
as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 407, noes
4, not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 54]
AYES—407

Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin

Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)

Green
Gregg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Henry
Hertel
Hiler

Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorskl
Kaptur
Kasich
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kolbe
Kolter
Kostmayer
Eramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach (IA)
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewls (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Loeffler

DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dornan (CA)
Dowdy
Downey
Dreler
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyso!

n

Eckert (NY)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson

Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borskl
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)

English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fawell
Fazio
Feighan
Fledler
Flelds
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Ford (TN)
Fowler

Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Combest
Conte
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Long

Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan

Luken
Lundine

Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitehell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Monson
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nichols
Nielson
Nowak
O’'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal

Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)

NOES—4

St Germain
Williams

NOT VOTING—22

Ford (MI) Stark
Grotberg Sweeney
Jones (NC) Towns
Kleczka Traficant
Lioyd Wilson
Pepper Young (FL)
Savage

Seiberling

0O 1420

Mr. WILLIAMS changed his vote
from “aye” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. LOEFFLER changed his vote
from “no” to “aye.”

So the amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 2?

Young (MO)
Zschau

Early
Kastenmeier

Ackerman
Aspin
Bustamante
Dingell
Dorgan (ND)
Eckart (OH)
Foglietta
Foley
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If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 3.

The text of section 3 is as follows:

Sec. 3. Of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated in section 2, no funds shall be ex-
pended towards closure of a National facili-
ty without appropriate scientific review, in-
cluding review by the National Science
Foundation’'s appropriate advisory commit-
g:e o; committees and the National Science

Oard.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 3?

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remain-
der of the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute bill be print-
ed in the Recorp and open to amend-
ment at any point past section 3.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The text of the remainder of the
committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute is as follows:

SEec. 4, Appropriations made under the au-
thority provided in sections 2 and 6 shall
remain available for obligation for periods
specified in the Acts making the appropria-
tions.

Sec. 5. From the appropriations made
under the authorizations provided in this
Act, not more than $3,500 may be used for
official consultation, representation, or
other extraordinary expenses at the discre-
tion of the Director of the Foundation. His
determination will be final and conclusive
upon the accounting officers of the Govern-
ment.

Sec. 6. Besides the sums authorized by sec-
tion 2, not more than $1,000,000 is author-
ized to be appropriated for the fiscal year
1986 for expenses of the National Science
Foundation incurred outside the United
States, to be drawn from foreign currencies
that the Treasury Department determines
to be excess to the normal requirements of
the United States.

Sec. 7. (a) Funds may be transferred
among the categories listed in section 2(a),
so long as the net funds transferred to or
from any category do not exceed 20 percent
of the amount authorized for that category
in section 2.

(b) In addition, the Director of the Foun-
dation may propose transfers to or from any
category in section 2; but an explanation of
any such proposed transfer must be trans-
mitted in writing to the Speaker of the
House, the President of the Senate, and the
appropriate authorizing committees of the
House and Senate, and the proposed trans-
fer may be made only when 30 calendar
days have passed after the transmission of
such written explanation.

Sec. 8. The National Science Foundation
is authorized to design, establish, and main-
tain a data collection and analysis capability
in the Foundation for the purpose of identi-
fying and assessing the research facilities
needs of universities. The needs of universi-
ties, by major field of science and engineer-
ing, for construction and modernization of
research laboratories, including fixed equip-
ment and major research equipment, shall
be documented. University expenditures for
the construction and modernization of re-
search facilities, the sources of funds, and
other appropriate data shall be collected
and analyzed. The Foundation, in conjunc-
tion with other appropriate Federal agen-
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cies, shall conduct the necessary surveys
every 2 years and report the results to the
Congress. The first report shall be submit-
ted to the Congress by September 1, 1986.

Sec. 9. (a) Section 6 of the National Sci-
ence Foundation Act of 1950 is amended—

(;) by striking out “(a)" after “Sec. 6.";
an

(2) by striking out subsection (b).

(b) Section 14(b) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out *“the Director, the
Deputy Director, nor any Assistant Direc-
tor"” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“the Di-
rector nor the Deputy Director”; and

(2) by striking out “the Director, the
Deputy Director, or any Assistant Director”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the Director
or the Deputy Director”.

(c) Section 5316 of title 5 of the United
States Code is amended by striking out *‘As-
sistant Directors, National Science Founda-
tion (4).”.

Sec. 10. (a) Section 4(e) of the National
Science Foundation Act of 1950 is amended
by striking out “by registered mail or certi-
fied mail mailed to his last known address of
record” in the last sentence.

(b) Section 5(e) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“(e) The Director may make contracts,
grants, and other arrangements pursuant to
section 11(c) only with the prior approval of
the Board or under authority delegated by
the Board, and subject to such conditions as
the Board may impose. Any delegation of
authority or imposition of conditions under
the preceding sentence shall be effective
only for such period of time, not exceeding
two years, as the Board may specify, and
shall be promptly published in the Federal
Register and reported to the appropriate
authorizing committees of the Congress. On
October 1 of each odd-numbered year the
Board shall submit to the Congress a con-
cise report which explains and justifies any
actions taken by the Board under this sub-
section to delegate its authority or impose
conditions within the preceding two years.”.

(c) Section 12 of such Act is amended—

(cll) by striking out “(a)" after “Sec. 12.”;
an

(2) by striking out subsection (b).

(d) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 9 of
such Act are amended to read as follows:

“(a) Each special commission established
under section 4(h) shall be appointed by the
Board and shall consist of such members as
the Board considers appropriate.

“(b) Special commissions may be estab-
lished to study and make recommendations
to the Foundation on issues relating to re-
search and education In sclence and engi-
neering."”,

(e)(1) Section 14 of such Act, as amended
le)g section 9(b) of this Act, is further amend-

(A) by striking out subsection (b);

(B) by redesignating subsections (c¢)
through (i) as subsections (b) through (h),
respectively; and

(C) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(1) Information supplied to the Founda-
tion or a contractor of the Foundation by an
industrial or commercial organization in
survey forms, questionnaires, or similar in-
struments for the purposes of subsection
(a)(5) or (a)6) of section 3 may not be dis-
closed to the public unless such information
has been transformed into statistical or ag-
gregate formats that do not allow the iden-
tification of the supplier. The names of or-
ganizations supplying such information may
not be disclosed to the public.”.
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(2) Sections 3(b) and 15(b)(1) of such Act
are each amended by striking out "“14(g)”
and inserting in lieu thereof “14(f)”.

(f) Section 10 of the National Science
Foundation Authorization Act, Piscal Year
1978 (Public Law 95-99), is repealed.

(g) Section 6(a) of the National Science
Foundation Authorization Act, 1976 (Public
Law 94-86) is amended—

(1) by striking out “not to exceed $50,000
per year for a period not to exceed three
years” in the last sentence; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “The National Science
Board will periodically establish the
amounts and terms of such grants under
this section.”.

(h) Section 6 of the National Science
Foundation Authorization Act, Fiscal Year
1978 (Public Law 95-99), is repealed; and
sections 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, and 14 of such Act
are redesignated as sections 6 through 12,
respectively.

(i) Section 9 of the National Science Foun-
dation Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1980 (Public Law 96-44; 42 U.S.C. 1882) is
amended by inserting “and the National Sei-
ence Board" after “the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation”.

Sec. 11. (a) The National Science Founda-
tion Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1861 through
1875) is amended as follows:

(1) Section 3(a)(1) (42 U.8.C. 1862(a)1)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “engineering,”;

(B) by inserting after “other sciences,” the
following: “and to initiate and support re-
search fundamental to the engineering
process and programs to strengthen engi-
neering research potential and engineering
programs at all levels in the various fields of
engineering,”; and

(C) by striking out “such scientific and
educational activities” and inserting in lieu
thereof “such scientific, engineering, and
educational activities”.

(2) Section 3(aX3) is amended—

(A) by inserting “and engineering” after
"scientific”; and

(B) by inserting “and engineers” after
“seientists’.

(3) Section 3(aX4) is amended—

(A) by inserting “and engineering” after
“scientific”; and

(B) by inserting “and engineering” after
“sclences”.

(4) Section 3(a)Xb) is amended by inserting
“and fields of engineering” after “sciences”.

(5) Section 3(a)8) is amended by striking
out “technical” each place it appears and in-
serting in lieu thereof “engineering’’.

(6) Section 3(aX7) is amended by inserting
“and engineering” after “scientific”.

(T) Section 8(b) is amended by inserting
“and engineering” after ‘scientific” each
place it appears.

(8) Section 3(c) is amended—

(A) by inserting “and engineering” after
“scientific” in the first sentence; and

(B) by inserting ‘““and engineering re-
search” after “applied scientific research”
in the second sentence.

(9) Section 3(d) is amended by striking out
“basic research and education in the sci-
ences” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“re-
search and education in science and engi-
neering”.

(10) Section 3(e) is amended by inserting
“and engineering” after “sciences'.

(11) Section 4(c) (42 U.B.C. 1863(c)) Is
amended—

(A) by inserting “and engineering"” after
“gcientific” in clause (3) of the first sen-
tence;
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(B) by inserting “and engineers” after
“scientists” in the second sentence; and

(C) by inserting “the National Academy of
Engineering,” after “National Academy of
Sciences,”, and inserting *, engineering,”
after “scientific”, in the third sentence.

(12) The first sentence of section 10 (42
U.8.C. 1869) is amended by striking out “sei-
entific study or scientific work in the math-
ematical, physical, medical, biological, engi-
neering, social, and other sciences” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “study and research
in the sciences or in engineering”.
ed(la) Section 11 (42 U.S8.C. 1870) is amend-

(A) by inserting “or engineering” after
“scientific” each place it appears in subsec-
tions (e¢) and (d);

(B) by striking out “technical” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “engineering” in subsec-
tion (g); and

(C) by striking out “scientific value” and
inserting in lieu thereof “scientific or engi-
neering value” in subsection (g).

(14) Section 12 (42 U.8.C. 1871), as amend-
ed by section 10(c) of this Act, is further
amended by inserting “or engineering” after
“scientific”.

(15) Section 13(a) (42 U.B.C. 1872(a)) is
amended—

(A) by inserting “or engineering” after
“scientific" each place it appears in the first
two sentences;

(B) by inserting “or engineers” after “sci-
entists”; and

(C) by striking out “sclentific study or sci-
entific work” and inserting in lieu thereof
“study and research in the sciences or in en-
gineering”.

(16) Section 13(b) is amended by inserting
“or engineering” after “scientific".

(17) Section 14 (42 U.S.C. 1873), as amend-
ed by sections 9(b) and 10(e) of this Act, is
further amended—

(A) by Inserting “or engineering” after
“scientific” each place it appears In subsec-
tion (e); and

(B) by striking out “technical” in subsec-
tion (f) and inserting in lieu thereof “engi-
neering”.

(18) Section 15(b) (42 U.S.C. 1874(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “technical” in para-
graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof “en-
gineering”; and

(B) by inserting “or engineering” after
“seientific” in paragraph (2).

(b) Section 2(b) of the National Science
Foundation Authorization Act, 1976 (42
U.8.C. 1869a, Public Law 94-86) Is amended
by inserting “or engineering” after “sci-
ence” each place it appears.

(c) Part B of the National Science Foun-
dation Authorization and Science and Tech-
nology Equal Opportunities Act (42 U.S.C.
1885 to 1885d, Public Law 96-516) is amend-
ed as follows:

(1) Section 31 is amended by striking out
“Technology” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Engineering"”.

(2) Section 32(a) (42 U.S.C. 1885(a)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “technology” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “engineering”; and

(B) by striking out “scientific talent and
technieal skills” and inserting in lieu there-
of “scientific and engineering talents and

(3) The first sentence of section 32(b) (42
U.S.C. 1885(b)) is amended—

(A) by striking out “skills in science and
mathematics” and inserting in lieu thereof
“gkills in science, engineering, and mathe-
matics”;
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(B) by striking out “technical” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “engineering”;

(C) by striking out “scientific literacy”
and inserting in lieu thereof “scientific and
engineering literacy”’; and

(D) by striking out “technology” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “engineering”.

(4) The second sentence of section 32(b)
(42 U.8.C. 1885(b)) is amended—

(A) by striking out “highest quality sci-
ence” and inserting in lieu thereof “highest
guality science and engineering”; and

(B) by striking out “technology” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “engineering”.

(5) The third sentence of section 32(b) (42
U.8.C. 1885(b)) is amended by striking out

“technology” and inserting in lieu thereof
“engineering”.

(6) SBection 33 (42 U.8.C. 1885a) is amend-

(A) by striking out “technology” and
“technical” each place they appear and in-
serting in lieu thereof “engineering”;

(B) by inserting “, engineering," after “sci-
ence” in paragraph (2);

(C) by inserting “and engineers” after
“gscientists” each place it appears;

(D) by inserting “and engineering” after
“geience” in paragraph (10); and

(E) by striking out ‘“science, engineering,
and technology” in paragraph (11) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “science and engi-
neering”.

(7) Section 34 (42 U.S.C. 1885b) is amend-

(A) by striking out ‘“science education”
and inserting in lieu thereof “science and
engineering education”; and

(B) by striking out “technology” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “engineering”.

(8) Section 36 (42 U.8.C. 1885¢) is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking out “rEcEHNOLOGY” in the
heading and ‘““Technology” and “technolo-
gy" each place they appear, and inserting in
lien thereof “ENGINEERING”, “Engineering”,
and “engineering”, respectively; and

(B) by striking out “scientific engineering,
professional, and technical” and inserting in
lieu thereof “scientific, engineering, and
professional”.

(9) Section 37(b) (42 U.S.C. 1885d(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking out “technical” each place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof “en-
gineering"; and

(B) by striking out “Technology” in para-
graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof “En-
gineering”.

(10) The heading of such part B is amend-
ed by striking out “TecHNoLoGY" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “ENGINEERING"'.

Sec. 12. Within 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act the Director of
the National Science Foundation shall
review the recommendations of the Presi-
dent's Private Sector Survey on Cost Con-
trol and such other recommendations as
may be included in the OMB report “Man-
agement of the United States Government—
1986", and shall submit a report to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
the President of the Senate, and the appro-
priate Committee of the House and Senate
on the implementation status of each such
recommendation which affects the National
Sclence Foundation and which is within the
authority and control of the Director.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.
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The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended,
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker having resumed the
chair, Mr. BEILENSON, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consid-
eration the bill (H.R. 1210) to author-
ize appropriations to the National Seci-
ence Foundation for the fiscal years
1986 and 1987, and for related pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
129, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill. The bill was
passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: “A bill to authorize appro-
priations to the National Science
Foundation for the fiscal year 1986,
and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DISINFORMATION NETWORK

(Mr. MARLENEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I spoke on the “Network” of
pro Sandinista lobbyist groups that
are manipulating public opinion
against the freedom fighters, the
Democratic resistance forces in Nica-
ragua.

Today, I want to introduce to every
American who has any concern about
our future and our children's future
part 2 of a Washington Times series
entitled “Network” which exposes the
leftwing disinformation systems. Part
2 of this series details and exposes the
exploits of the Council on Hemispher-
ic Affairs [COHA], a group which
claims to be a human rights organiza-
tion.

Never before have the insidious ten-
tacles of Marxist influence reached
into our everyday lives into the very
pulpits we should depend on. The
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Times article reveals this organization
as nothing short of a left-wing foreign
policy group masquerading as a
human rights organization.

To quote the Times:

COHA has no concern for human rights,
Jjust concern for foreign policy. If they did,
they would ask how many people are jailed
gy the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, but they

on't.

No, Mr. Speaker, this group ignores
the gross human rights violations by
the Sandinistas.

I urge the American people who are
concerned about the true motives of
this organization to get the full story.
Read the “Network" series.

LaTiN CouNciL CALLED BACKER OF LEFTISTS,
Not HuMaN RIGHTS

(By John Holmes)

In the spiderweb that comprises ‘“The
Network” of left-wing organizations opposed
to administration policies, the Council on
Hemispheric Affairs (COHA) stands out as
one of the better known.

COHA literature describes the organiza-
tion as "'a non-profit, tax-exempt independ-
ent research and information organization”
founded “to promote the common interests
of the hemisphere; raise the visibility and
increase the importance of the inter-Ameri-
can relationship; and encourage the formu-
lation of rational and constructive U.S. poli-
cies toward Latin America.”

COHA is run by Larry Birns, a tireless
one-man army who serves as the council's
founder, director, manager, press secretary,
congressional liaison, researcher and chief
fundraiser. Mr. Birns, extremely visible in
liberal circles, calls COHA “a human rights
organization.”

But some of those who have dealt with
COHA don’t see it quite that way.

COHA is not a human rights group. It is a
left-wing foreign policy group that often
masquerades as a human rights group,” says
Elliott Abrams, assistant secretary of state
for human rights and humanitarian affairs.

“If you read what they've had to say
through the years about human rights vio-
lations in Surinam, or Bishop’s Grenada, or
Cuba—worst of all, Cuba—you will see that
they don’t care about human rights in left-
ist or communist regimes,” Mr. Abrams told
The Times.

Mr. Abrams’ duties bring him into contact
with countless human rights organizations.
He says there is a significant difference be-
tween COHA and such groups as the Wash-
ington Office on Latin America (WOLA), a
group that shares COHA's political orienta-
tion and is an integral part of The Network.
“WOLA has political prejudices just as we
all do, but it makes a real effort to promote
human rights progress,” Mr. Abrams contin-
ued.

“So, while I disagree with WOLA, I work
with them,” he says. “But I will not have
any contact with COHA and I do not permit
members of the Bureau [of Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs] to cooperate
with them.

“COHA is not genuine in its stated beliefs
in human rights. What it is in fact doing is
promoting leftist regimes in Latin America,”
he said.

Bosco Matamoros, a representative of Ni-
caragua's anti-Sandinista FDN, agrees.

“They have no concern for human rights,
just concern for foreign policy. If they did,
they would have asked how many people
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are jailed by the Sandinistas in Nicaragua,
but they haven’t,” he says.

“They know completely the situation
down there, but they don't take into ac-
count the voices or opinion of the Nicara-
guan people. They take as fact whatever is
stated by the Sandinistas,” Mr. Matamoros
said in an interview,

These criticisms are supported by a 1984
Heritage Foundation paper, entitled "“The
Left's Latin American Lobby."”

“An analysis of [COHA’s] publications re-
veals a pattern exaggerating the abuses of
right-wing governments or movements,
while understating the abuses of leftist re-
gimes or guerrilla groups. This calls into
question the integrity of COHA's sources
and data that it marshals against the
Reagan administration’s policies in Central
America,” the Heritage report states,

“What [COHA's critics are] upset about is
that we do a great deal of accurate re-
search,” Mr. Birns counters.

To be sure, there are many who believe
COHA's materials are accurate and well-pre-
sented. But critics contend that his publica-
tions are sometimes biased and have reflect-
ed Marxist Sandinista propaganda and dis-
information themes.

A COHA press release dated Feb. 13, 1984,
declared, “U.S. Helicopter Parts Sale to
Guatemala Sure to Kill Indians and Worsen
Refugee Flow to United States.” And a
headline on a release dated May 30, 1984,
blared, “Guatemalan Military Dictatorship
Set to Rig July Elections."”

Two aspects of COHA'’s operations involve
Capitol Hill and the press.

Mr. Birns calls COHA “'a publishing mill.”
His council, he says, produces two to three
press releases per week and numerous opin-
ion pieces and reports. Some of these are in-
corporated by congressmen and their staff
members into their own reports, speeches
and letters, he says.

“We are a powerful force in the wings” of
Congress, Mr. Birns admits.

Several liberal legislators, including Reps.
Don Bonker, D-Wash., Robert Garcia, D-
N.Y., and Sen. Tom Harkin, D-Ia., are listed
as being on COHA's board of directors.

Last year COHA submitted numerous arti-
cles to these congressmen and others. As
many as 100 of the articles to these con-
gressmen were inserted in the Congressional
Record, according to Mr. Birns.
= But he denies that COHA engages in lob-

“We have no legislative people who go and
chat up people on the Hill,” he said. “It's
pointless to try because many of the people
up there know more than we do.”

Indeed, aides to several senators and con-
gressmen serving on such important com-
mittees as Foreign Relations and Intelli-
gence report that they don't read COHA's
releases and have never met with COHA
lobbyists. Some say they've never even
heard of COHA or Mr. Birns.

Still, says one intelligence analyst, “There
are between 40 and 55 congressmen who
would promote their material.” And the at-
tention of those legislators and their staff-
ers is enough to make an impact on public
opinion and perception, if not necessarily on
policy or legislation, the analyst says.

COHA also is a powerful force in the
media. It is there, more than anywhere else,
that the organization has made its mark, ac-
cording to observers. Of all the groups that
comprise the left-leaning Latin American
component of The Network, none appears
to be more effective than COHA at planting
its material in the press.
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“We influence the mass public opinion via
the press,"” Mr. Birns says. “We get stuff put
in the local newspapers and the congress-
men read those local papers.”

Mr. Birns also regularly appears on pro-
grams ranging from radio's ‘“The Larry
King Show” to TV's ‘McNeil-Lehrer
Report” and other network interviews. He
also has been interviewed by television
crews from Spain, Sweden, West Germany
and other European nations.

But he appears to be most influential with
a specific section of the foreign media, most
notably the British Broadcasting Corpora-
tion (which has about 100 million listeners
worldwide)—for whom he says he does as
many as 50 interviews a year—and the Latin
American press, which he says is a prime
focus of COHA's efforts.

COHA brags in its literature that Its
“findings have been cited in the official
publications of the U.S. government as well
as in national and international publications
such as Time, Newsweek, The Atlantic
Monthly, The New Yorker, The New States-
man, Penthouse, Barron’'s and Macleans.”

“On an almost daily basis, the results of
COHA's work appear in the press in Latin
America, the United States and Europe,”
the literature states.

The council also has been cited on numer-
ous occasions in The New York Times, The
Washington Post, the Los Angeles Times,
the Christian Science Monitor, The Balti-
more Sun, The Miami Herald, The Toronto
Globe and Mail, the Manchester Guardian,
the London Observer and the Times of
London, among other newspapers.

“COHA is effective with the press,” says
the intelligence analyst. “The media is their
main constituency.”

Several analysts say they believe that-
COHA manipulates the media by submit-
ting one-sided information.

“They'll get stuff put together for the
BBC for broadcast on a Friday night, and
people will pick it up in other countries on
Saturday,” one analyst explains. “It's a dead
day, you're looking for a filler, and there it
goes."

“They [COHA] have tremendous relations
with the Latin America press, too,” says a
staffer with the conservative Council for In-
teramerican Security.

“Someone like a guy from the Venezuelan
news service might take his press releases
and send them back as news to Venezuela,
to Costa Rica, to Honduras, wherever. So it
has this duplicating effect. It gets sent down
there as news, and very often it bounces
back up here,” the staffer says.

Many of COHA's detractors point to a
1980 incident as an example of the council’s
actions. Late that year, a so-called State De-
partment “dissent paper” (a paper normally
written by a foreign service officer to ex-
press his reservations over foreign policy)
circulated widely thoughout political, diplo-
matic and journalistic circles.

The paper was sharply critical of U.S.
policy toward El Salvador, and charged that
there had been a coverup of U.S. military
involvement there. The ‘“dissent paper,”
however, was later revealed to have been a
forgery.

Mr. Birns claims that COHA wasn't in-
volved in distributing the document. But he
did issue a four-page press release, with
three of the pages filled with single-spaced
details from the supposed dissent paper.
COHA did question the paper’s authenticity
in the body of the release.

“We had been told by the State Depart-
ment that it didn't take the form of an au-
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thentic dissent document, but I thought the
reasoning in it was good enough to warrant
the release,” Mr, Birns now says.

At 55, Mr. Birns remains articulate and
highly personable; even his critics admit
that he's a master publicist. But he also re-
mains an energetic opponent of Reagan
policies in Latin America.

COHA operates out of a suit of offices—
once occupied by the McGovern campaign—
near Dupont Circle, with a staff of about 30
apparently dedicated young people and, ac-
cording to Mr. Birns, an annual budget of
about $125,000. * * *

Critics of COHA accuse the council of en-
gaging in misleading practices to generate
the illusion of respectability by association.

From time to time COHA has sent out in-
vitations to conferences and seminars with a
list of “invited panelists,” many of whom
are respected authorities from all bands of
the political spectrum.

But Mr. Birns doesn't always contact
these “panelists” to ask them to appear.
Nevertheless, COHA seeks to capitalize on
the drawing power of their names, the ob-
Servers say.

COHA did just that last month with a
conference on Central America co-sponsored
with the Fund for New Priorities in Amer-
ica.

On the list of “invited panelists” were
such dignitaries as syndicated columnist
Robert Novak, Armaud de Borchgrave,
editor-in-chief of The Washington Times,
and Ambassador Otto Reich, the State De-
partment’s coordinator for public policy on
Latin America and the Caribbean.

Mr. Reich says he first heard of his inclu-
sion on the list from a friend who had also
been invited. Mr. Novak said he was told of
his inclusion by a reporter.

“I was not consulted,” says Mr. Reich. “If
I'd known that [Mr. Birns] was going to put
me on the list, I would have demanded that
I be taken off.”

Insists Mr. Novak, “They never asked
me."”

Mr. Birns looks shocked when told some
feel this is deceptive or manipulative, and
says “ this is standard practice.”

“I never said all those people were going
to show up,"” he says.

“I just said on the invitations that they'd
been invited. If you were invited to an
event, wouldn't you like to know who else
had been invited?"”

The heat of the debate over COHA's ac-
tions is matched by the continuing contro-
versy surrounding the council’'s founding
and purpose.

Much of this controversy stems from an
article inserted into the Congressional
Record by the late Rep. Larry McDonald, D-
Ga., on April 15, 1977.

In that article, Mr, McDonald wrote that
Mr, Birns once described COHA's purpose
as “to manipulate the sophisticated political
and academic communities,” a statement
Mr. McDonald called “indicative not so
much of candor as of Birns' arrogance and
deep contempt for his targets.”

Mr. McDonald also wrote that Mr. Birns
was “an associate of Chilean Marxist-Lenin-
ist Orlando Letelier,” who soon after his
death was revealed to have been receiving
covert Soviet money channeled through the
Cuban intelligence service, the DGI.

COHA's “pro-Marxist-Leninist stance was
evident from its initial press conference
where Birns supported the Marxist Allende
government of Chile, Cuba, the pro-Castro
dictatorship in Panama, the left-leaning
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governments of Mexico and Venezuela."” Mr.
McDonald wrote.

The 1984 Heritage Foundation report
states that COHA ‘“essentially was a by-
product” of Mr. Birns's participation in a
1976 meeting in Mexico City of the Interna-
tional Commission of Inquiry into the
Crimes of the Chilean Junta, a creation of
the World Peace Council, a known Soviet
front group.

“Much of that McDonald stuff was fabri-
cated,” Mr, Birns counters. “I never attend-
ed the Mexico deal. I saw Letelier once after
the coup. And he never gave us any money.
In fact, I gave him $25 for some Chilean ref-
ugee program he was running."

The controversy over COHA's origins and
purpose apparently had little effect on its
dealings with the Carter administration, on
which Mr. Birns says “our influence . . . was
profound. He [President Carter] praised us
by name."”

Mr. Birns admits that “our influence with
Reagan is minute. It's more and more diffi-
cult to communicate with [the Department
of] State. The liberals in State and the CIA
for that matter are closet liberals." he says.

“But our influence on public opinion is
great.”

Tomorrow: Activities of the Washington
Office on Latin America.

PATRIOTS, NOT PARTISANS

(Mr. CRAIG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I come
today to talk of patriots not partisans.
Two hundred years separate the lives
of Thomas Jefferson and Robert
Schuller. But no number of years can
split the faith these two men have had
in their country.

As we contemplate the challenges of
reducing the Nation’s debt I ask you to
consider the following words of these
two patriots.

Jefferson said that:

I wish it were possible to obtain a single
amendment to our Constitution. I would be
willing to depend on that alone for the re-
duction of our Government to the genuine
principles of its Constitution; I mean an ad-
ditional article, taking from the Federal
Government the power of borrowing.

And Robert Schuller in his new
book, “The Power of Being Debt
Free,” published by Thomas Nelson
Publishers says this:

Say yes to an idea if it will help people
who are hurting now or in the future.

Isn’t it time we say yes to the bal-
anced budget tax limitation amend-
ment.

Let me refer again to Reverend
Schuller’s book coauthored by Paul
David Dunn.

Reverend Schuller’s positive 10 com-
mandments of possibility thinkers are
one patriot’s way of holding a lantern
up so the rest of us can see the dan-
gers of America's debt. I think we
should clear our eyes of bias so that
we can clearly see his points.

I have already quoted the first of
the positive 10 commandments of pos-
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sibility thinkers. Let’s look at that and
the nine others more closely.

A baby is born this year and it is
strapped with thousands of dollars of
Federal debt. Can you imagine how
these babies soon to be adults will
hurt if they must pay off that sort of
debt before they even think about
buying a car, a house, or a baby car-
riage for their own children. And we
know that people are now hurting be-
cause of our yearly Federal deficits.
How much longer can we stay healthy
and vital when we have Federal debt
of more than $1.8 trillion and yearly
deficits of more than $160 billion.

Reverend Schuller’'s second com-
mandment is “Say yes to an idea if it
challenges and motivates self-disci-
pline.” We have forgotten the virtues
of self-discipline. Somehow we value
self-discipline for ourselves but not for
Government. We can only spend what
we have every month to feed, clothe
and house our families. Business oper-
ators must balance their budgets too.
Some 200 years ago what was good for
the governed was good for the gover-
nors. That is no less true today.

The third positive commandment is
that, “Say yes to an idea if it holds the
prospect of contributing to peace,
prosperity, and pride in the human
family.” We must change the role of
the American people. We must not
give them the job of paying off the in-
terest on the principlee We should
make clear the principle interest of
the American people should be to
spend their energies building better
lives.

Reverend Schuller’s fourth com-
mandment is that, “Say yes to an idea
if it will endow the great dreams of
great dreamers.” America was a great
dream of great dreamers. We public
servants of 1985 can not allow to let
the dream die. And the people must
not allow the myopic politicians to
force our children to pay for our
dreaming and they must endure night-
mares.

“Say yes to an idea if it makes good
financial sense.” We are a government
operating with a budget in name only.
That’s not good financial sense. By op-
erating with a budget that must bal-
ance each year America could be
paying its own way instead of paying
for the present with the future. A free
nation will not last long if its people
are in servitude.

No. 6. “Say yes to an idea if it will
bring beauty into the world.” If the
budget deficits continue we will be
spending more of our money on inter-
est on the debt not more on cleaning
our cities, in repairing our roads, in
building parks for our children.

No. 7. “Say yes to an idea if it con-
tributes to a sense of a caring commu-
nity.” America has done more than
just open its arms to people who
yearned to breathe free. It has used its
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position as the leader of the free world
to reduce oppression elsewhere.

Reverend Schuller says that, “Say
yves to an idea if it will contribute to
the collective self-esteem of a person
or a nation.” Recession shocked Amer-
ica in the 1970’s. Debt is more than
shocking America in the 1980’s. But
recession was nothing compared to the
debt crisis we now face. If we don’t
fight against our self-doubts America
will never see its way clear of seeing a
debt free society. And if America loses
its self-esteem, its self-worth—then
the world loses not only a friend but a
needed leader.

“Say yes to an idea if it is a positive
solution to a negative condition.” Can
you imagine any more negative condi-
tion than America’s debt? Can you
imagine any reason why America
should not get rid of its debt.

And Reverend Schuller’s 10th com-
mandment says that, “Say yes to an
idea if it challenges us to think bigger
and have more faith”—$1.8 trillion is a
lot of money to think about paying.
And ending yearly budget deficits of
$160 billion is a sizable challenge. It
will take great vision to see the possi-
bility of getting the job done and it
will take a great deal of faith to do the
job.

This public servant, rancher, citizen
believes that America has 10 good rea-
sons given to us by Reverend Schuller
to support the balanced budget/tax
limitation amendment. I commend
Reverend Schuller and his coauthor

Paul David Dunn for putting a light in
the tower and making sure that it
burns brightly for all to see.

It is time that America discard parti-
sanship and embrace patriotism. If
America does the light in the tower
will never dim.

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S PLAN
FOR CENTRAL AMERICA IS
MISLEADING THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday evening I heard President
Reagan say that Belisario Betancur,
the President of Colombia, supported
his new initiative to provide aid to ref-
ugees in Central America. When con-
fronted with the proposal in its entire-
ty, which is after 60 days and no
agreement is reached in Central Amer-
ica that military aid will continue to
be supplied to the Reaganistos, the
guerrilla army attempting to over-
throw the Sandinistas, Belisario Be-
tancur denied having supported that
proposal, stating that the proposal is
no longer a peace plan but it is a prep-
aration for war.
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Mr. President, you have misled Beli-
sario Betancur and you have misled
the American people into believing
that your plan is one for peace in Cen-
tral America.

Over the last 3 years, an unprece-
dented military buildup has taken
place and the unfortunate result of
your policy is, Mr. President, that your
military strategy has been a powerful
reinforcement to the Sandinista gov-
ernment which you intend to over-
throw.

I include the following article:

[From the New York Times, Apr. 16, 1985]

CoromBIAN Oprposgs U.S. AID TO NICARAGUAN
REBELS

(By Joel Brinkley)

Bocora, Coromsra, April 15.—The Presi-
dent of Colombia said today that he and
other Latin American leaders were opposed
to renewed United States military aid for
rebels fighting the Nicaraguan Government.

Earlier this month the President, Beli-
sario Betancur, told reporters in Washing-
ton that his reaction to President Reagan's
plan on Nicaragua had been ‘‘very positive.”
But today Mr. Betancur said his reponse
had been based on the plan's call for a
cease-fire and negotiations.

He said President Reagan and Secretary
of State George P. Shultz had not men-
tioned to him that the proposal also provid-
ed for renewed aid to the rebels, and he said
he had not realized this was part of the plan
until his return to Bogota.

Mr. Betancur, speaking in an interview
here, said Mr. Reagan's recent call for Con-
gress to approve $14 million in aid to the
rebels made that part of the President's
plan “no longer a peace proposal, but a
preparation for war.”

In the last few days, several senior Reagan
Administration officials have said that Mr.
Betancur and other Latin American leaders
supported Mr. Reagan’s initiative, including
a call for renewed aid to the rebels if a dead-
line for talks in Nicaragua is not met.

“FOREIGN INTERVENTION' OPPOSED

Mr. Betancur said today that he and other
Latin American leaders “firmly believe that
any foreign support to guerrilla groups,
whatever the origin, is clearly in opposition
to the prevailing doctrine in Latin America
regarding foreign intervention in the inter-
nal affairs of our continent."”

His view on foreign financing of Latin
American conflicts, he sald, is "outright re-
jection” of the idea.

He said he had discussed the matter in the
last few days with heads of state of many
Central and South American countries, and
added, “I haven't spoken with any Latin
American leader who feels differently.”

Mr. Betancur also sald he believed that
“we are now very close to reaching a full
agreement” in the Contadora peace negotia-
tions for Central America, which have been
under way for more than two years.

The remaining obstacles, he sald, involve
agreements on limiting foreign military ma-
neuvers, bases and advisers. But he said that
“we have made some headway on that,”
adding that “there may be one or another
matter out of the whole agreement that the
United States would not agree with.”

In the 60-minute Interview at the Presi-
dential Palace here, Mr. Betancur sald that
while parts of Mr. Reagan’'s Nicaragua initi-
ative were “positive and constructive,” other
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parts were in direct conflict with the goals
of the Contadora discussions.

In what he called a “peace initiative” for
Nicaragua, Mr. Reagan proposed a cease-fire
and negotiations between the American-
backed rebels and the Sandinista Govern-
ment that would lead to new elections. Nica-
ragua immediately rejected the plan.

At the same time Mr. Reagan asked Con-
gress to approve $14 million in renewed aid
for the rebels, saying the money would be
used for nonmilitary purposes for 60 days. If
the Nicaraguan Government does not agree
to talk with the rebels by June 1, Mr.
Reagan said, the aid would then be available
to the rebels for weapons.

Mr. Betancur was in Washington on April
4, when the plan was announced, and he
said today that Mr, Reagan and Mr. Shultz
had given him only a partial briefing on it.
In a meeting that morning, Mr. Betancur
said, they told him that they planned to
propose a cease-fire, negotiations and non-
military aid to the rebels—ideas that Mr.
Betancur said he accepted with enthusiasm.

I DID NOT ENOW IT WAS TIED

But he said that when he left the White
House, he “did not know it was tied to the
$14 million"” in renewed aid to the rebels.

Mr. Shultz gave him a printed copy of the
full plan as he left, Mr. Betancur said, but
he did not have time to read it until much
later.

That afternoon, Mr. Reagan appeared on
national television and described his plan in
detail. Mr. Betancur held a news conference
in Washington at about the same time—he
did not see Mr. Reagan's address, he sald—
and when he was asked what he thought of
Mr. Reagan's plan, he said, “My reaction is
very positive.”

A few days later, Robert C. McFarlane,
Mr. Reagan's national security adviser, told
reporters that the leaders of the four Con-
tadora countries—Colombia, Venezuels,
Panama and Mexico—all had endorsed Mr.
Reagan’s plan, including the call for re-
newed military aid, although he said Mexico
was “less effusive” than the others.

QUALIFIED SUFPORT

Today Mr. Betancur said, “I understand
that Mr. McFarlane has interpreted my cau-
tious remarks in which I stated that the
proposal was, at least in part, constructive
and positive, as a sort of blanket approval
rather than qualified support.”

If the Administration is trying to use his
statements to gain renewed military aid for
the rebels, Mr. Betancur added, ‘“there
would be a contradiction by whomever at-
tempts to do so.

He sald it would be “infinitely more con-
structive” if Mr. Reagan's proposal ‘“made
no mention of a 60-day time limit” for the
end of nonmilitary aid, because that “is
almost like an ultimatum.”

Mr. Betancur said the first part of Mr.
Reagan’s plan, the call for a cease-fire, “is
constructive and positive inasmuch as it
delays the second part of the proposal,
which is the onset of a military solution,”

At a meeting in Panama last week, their
first since last fall, officials from all four
Contadora countries sald their Govern-
ments had come to similar conclusions.

The Contadora group, named for the
island off Panama where the first meeting
was held, has been trying to fashion a peace
plan for Central America since January
1983. The plan would encompass Costa Rica,
El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and
Nicaragua.
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TALKS ARE SPECTACULAR SUCCESS

Mr. Betancur, who is widely viewed as the
Contadora leader most actively involved in
the negotiations, called the meeting last
week ‘‘a spectacular success.” After several
months of inaction, problems that had been
blocking the talks are now resolved, he said,
adding that the negotiations now seem to be
surrounded by “‘a state of grace."”

An agreement was reached Friday on the
establishment of a commission to monitor
an accord being negotiated on reducing
arms in the region. “This was the greatest
obstacle,” Mr. Betancur said today. “We are
now very close to reaching an agreement.”

SUPPORT OF HOUSE
RESOLUTION 125

(Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, Maj. Arthur Nicholson, Jr.,
was a dedicated and fine servant to his
Nation. His career with the U.S. Army
commenced in 1969 and was marked
by numerous distinguished accom-
plishments.

Tragically, this patriot’'s service to
our Nation was cut short when on
March 24 Major Nicholson was brutal-
ly gunned down by a Soviet soldier
while on duty in East Germany.

That action on the part of the
Soviet Union was nothing short of bar-
baric.

There was absolutely no justification
for the action which was taken by an
agent of the Soviet military and I find
the lack of any apology or acknowl-
edgement of wrong-doing by that Gov-
ernment to be totally unacceptable.

Major Nicholson is gone, but the re-
solve and commitment of this Nation
in preserving the peace lives on.

In his memory, a tree was planted at
Fort Belvoir on April 3. At that cere-
mony, Karen Nicholson talked about
her husband.

Her eloguent but simple words truly
reflect well on Major Nicholson and
they also demonstrate the grace and
dignity which has been exhibited by
Karen and the entire Nicholson family
during this very traumatic time.

The Nicholsons reside in West Red-
ding, CN, and I have the high honor of
representing this fine family in Con-
gress.

Mrs. NicuHorson., Fort Belvoir is a very
special place for this memorial. Not only be-
cause it is a beautiful post, but because it is
close to Nick's colleagues, but also because it
was here he attended OCS and he was com-
missioned by his father. It was also here
that he was in charge of the unit on his first
assignment. I feel close to Nick here because
he loved the outdoors. I thank all of the
people from around the world for their
thoughts, letters and prayers.

To belong to the military is to belong to a
very special family. Perhaps because we are
so often away from our loved ones, a bond
develops that you can find no where else.
And that love and concern has opened many
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doors for Jenny and me and has stood by
me this week. I especially thank each and
every member of the Mission family, who
have given unselfishly of themselves to see
that our lives have been made easier and all
of our desires met. Nick is the most patriotic
person I've ever known and that’s why he
made the military his life. He felt that each
and every day he did something for his
country, for his family and for everyone he
knew. He devoted his life to understanding
other people, especially the Soviets, in the
hopes that through friendship and knowl-
edge of each other he could contribute to
world peace. He didn’'t want to die and we
didn’'t want to lose him, but he would gladly
lay down his life again for America.

0 1230

BUY AMERICAN URANIUM

(Mr. LUJAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LUJAN. Mr, Speaker, today I am
introducing the Federal Domestic Ura-
nium Purchasers Act. This bill would
require all Federal agencies, including
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Department of Energy, and the De-
partment of Defense, to satisfy all
future uranium requirements through
the purchase of uranium that is
mined, milled, and enriched within the
United States by companies owned by
U.8. citizens.

This “buy American"” proposal has
become necessary because of a long-
term failure on the part of the Federal
Government to act responsibly in
seeing to it that this Nation has a
strong domestic uranium mining and
milling industry. Our national security
and our energy independence are my
primary concerns. In less than 4 years
I have watched our domestic milling
industry shrink by 75 percent to a dan-
gerously low level. Only 6 of the 24
processing mills that were in operation
in 1981 are still in operation today and
most of them are practically standing
idle. The adverse impact on uranium
industry jobs is perhaps the worst it
has ever been. Over 90 percent of the
jobs have been lost and that means
that more than 20,000 workers and all
of their expertise and experience are
gone, While I am deeply concerned
about these men and women who are
the brains and the backbone of this in-
dustry, I am alarmed about the long-
term impacts on our defense capabili-
ties as well as the commercial nuclear
power industry.

Today, U.S. uranium production ac-
counts for less than one-third of our
30 million pound U.S. annual require-
ment. What position will we find our-
selves in if that production capability
continues to plunge? The past 4 years
have been a disaster and the next 4
years could mark the end of a viable
domestic uranium mining and milling
capability.

New Mexico contains about 41 per-
cent of the uranium producible at a
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reasonable cost in the United States.
Four years ago, we had 38 production
mines in the State. April 4 was the last
day of operation for our last uranium
mine. These mines cannot be restarted
at the drop of a hat. When they are
not in operation their drifts and cross-
cuts begin to cave in. Some of them fill
up with water. The end result is that a
mine that is closed is lost and cannot
be reopened without the expenditure
of an inordinate amount of money.
The pool of experienced labor is suf-
fering a similar fate. Most of the 6,800
men and women who were employed
at the beginning of this decade in New
Mexico have moved on to other jobs in
other areas. Another 100 miners ended
their jobs in the section 23 mine. On
June 1, 50 more lose their jobs and
that will leave less than 200 people
working in the entire uranium indus-
try in our State. Our last mine is
about to be closed and we are witness-
ing the extinction of uranium mining
and milling in the State which con-
tains 41 percent of the economically
mined ore. To resume production will
require a monumental expenditure of
investment capital and the expensive
training of new workers. The cost will
be staggering and the time it could
take may be dangerous to our security.

The Federal Domestic Uranium Pur-
chasers Act is intended to solve some
of these problems. While our mining
and milling industry may not be able
to compete directly with inexpensive
foreign labor, extremely high grade
ore and foreign government subsidies,
it can provide this Nation with a ura-
nium supply that is not subject to the
whims of an unstable government or
that will not become part of a foreign
uranium cartel.

The Atomic Energy Act requires the
Department of Energy to “assure the
maintenance of a viable domestic ura-
nium industry.” What is “viable” and
what is not has come to be the subject
of dispute between the report writers
at the Department and the industry.
My bill does not redefine these terms
or in any other way join in that dis-
pute. Instead, I have taken an alterna-
tive course. If all Federal agencies are
required to purchase domestically pro-
duced and enriched uranium, a domes-
tic mining and milling industry will
continue to exist to supply at least
that minimum level of demand. Some
of our mines and mills will be saved
from extinction and some of our work-
ers will be kept on the job where their
experience and expertise can be put to
use. In the meantime, our industry
will have the time and incentive to
regain its competitive position in the
world market.

I am also concerned about foreign
control of production and milling op-
erations within the United States.
While our Federal Government may
have chosen not to act in its own best
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interests in saving this industry from
extinction, other governments may
not be as imprudent. I do not want to
find this Nation’s uranium resources
entirely under the control of foreign
nationals and, if a domestic industry
owned and controlled by U.S. citizens
is not maintained, that problem may
well develop. For that reason, the Fed-
eral Domestic Uranium Purchasers
Act contains a provision requiring Fed-
eral agency purchases to be from busi-
ness entities owned and controlled by
U.S. citizens or at least permanent
U.S. residents.

In addition, this bill contains a pro-
vision deleting the “recovery of the
Government’s costs” language from
that portion of the Atomic Energy Act
concerning enrichment services. In so
doing, my intent is to allow the De-
partment of Energy to keep enrich-
ment costs as low as is reasonably pos-
sible and thereby make the purchase
of domestically mined and milled ura-
nium an attractive proposition to our
domestic nuclear power industry in
the years ahead.

Mr. Speaker, this marks the final
dying gasp of New Mexico’s uranium
industry. It is a bleak ending for thou-
sands of men and women who worked
to produce the yellowcake that made
our country strong and prosperous
during the last 35 years. My heart goes
out to the workers in the section 23
mine who have gone home for good. I
hope its not too late to save the rest of
this industry from a similar fate.

0O 1430

SEARCHING FOR THE MISSING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LUNGREN]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today not only as a Member of Con-
gress but also as a parent—a parent
who is increasingly alarmed by the
number of missing and exploited chil-
dren being reported every year.

If current trends continue, 1% mil-
lion of our children will be reported
missing this year.

A large number of these children—
some suggest as many as 1 million—
will be classified as voluntarily miss-
ing. These are the runaways or so-
called throwaways who are frequent
victims of street crime or exploitation.
In fact, recent studies have shown
that 85 percent of the children who
have been criminally or sexually ex-
ploited were missing from their homes
at the time of the act of exploitation.
These numbers have grown so large
that some who study the issue now es-
timate that 1 in 4 female children and
1 in 10 male children will be molested
or raped by the time they reach adult-
hood.

Then there are the between 25,000
and one-half million children who will
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be victims of noncustodial parental
kidnaping. These children, through no
fault of their own, are caught in the
middle of a conflict between mom and
dad. The price exacted from these
children will be measured in terms of
emotional and physical abuse.

Finally, we can expect as many as
50,000 new missing children cases to
stand unsolved at year's end. These
are the victims of criminal abduction
or foul play.

Statistics alone are not enough to
define the problem. This issue cannot
be brought into perspective without
looking at the hundreds of stories
behind every number. This year, chil-
dren will be taken from shopping cen-
ters, farms, playpens, bedrooms,
schoolyards, and bus stops. Studies
show that those taken will range from
the very poor to the very rich, will
come from every race, and are just as
likely to be taken in big cities as they
are in small communities and rural
areas. Sometimes a great deal of evi-
dence will be found, and at other times
parents will go for years without so
much as a trace.

The story of the Bradbury family
from southern California is not untyp-
ical. On October 18 of last year, 3-
year-old Laura Bradbury was camping
with her family in Joshua Tree Na-
tional Monument in California. She
followed her brother to the bathroom
approximately 50 yards away. Five
minutes later, he came out and Laura
could not be found. An extensive 3%
day search of the area produced no
trace of her and it was then deter-
mined she had been abducted.

In the days, weeks, and months since
Laura disappeared, her friends and
family have used every means avail-
able to locate her. They have estab-
lished the ‘“‘Laura Bradbury Organiza-
tion"” which, among other things, has
distributed pictures of Laura on thou-
sands of posters, fliers, and bumper
stickers throughout southern Califor-
nia,

Behind me is one such example:
This poster can be found at 30 bus
shelters in the area Laura disap-
peared. As you can see here, it in-
cludes three different pictures of
Laura. It also includes a description of
Laura and a summary of the kidnap-
ing. Also prominently located are two
very important phone numbers. The
first is an anonymous information
line—(714) 960-3017—the second is the
phone number for the San Bernardino
Sheriff’s Department—(619) 366-3781.

The “Laura Bradbury Organiza-
tion's” strategy is simple: The more
people that know about Laura’s kid-
naping, have her description, and
know who to contact with informa-
tion, the greater the chance that she
will be found.

In a sense, the greatest challenge
facing our society in terms of the miss-
ing children issue is one of education.
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One California professor who has
studied the problem commented that,
“We find more stolen cars and stray
animals than missing children each
year.” While the made-for-TV film
“Adam” brought the problem wide-
spread attention in 1983, it seems the
more we learn about the issue, the
more we realize how unprepared as a
nation we are to deal with it.

At the end of this month, on April
29th at 10 p.m., NBC television will
broadcast a program entitled “Missing
¢ ** Have You Seen This Person?”
This special presentation, hosted by
David and Meredith Baxter Birney,
will give nationwide attention to a
number of unsolved missing person
cases, including Laura Bradbury’s. By
using the resources of television, this
special gives Americans a chance to
“Join in the search” for these individ-
uals and moves us one step closer to
the goal of educating the public about
the seriousness of the problem.

Next month, Laura Bradbury is sup-
posed to celebrate her fourth birth-
day. We do not know if she will be
found by then, but for her, and the
thousands of cases like hers, we must
be certain that every course of action
is being taken.

At the Federal level, we were able
last year to enact legislation which es-
tablished a new toll-free “hotline” ad-
ministered by the National Center for
Missing and Exploited Children—(800)
843-5678. This number is available to
individuals who believe they have
leads or information on a missing child
and all calls are strictly confidential. I
have also in the past supported legisla-
tion which requires the FBI to list
missing youth in a national computer
bank. These are important steps in the
right direction, but there is much
more that needs to be done.

Remember, too, that more often
than not, it is easier to prevent a child
from being taken than to find a miss-
ing youngster. Experts advise teaching
even young children their full name,
address, phone number, and how to
place a long-distance phone call. It is
also important for parents to know
their child’s blood type and have on
hand a set of the child’s fingerprints,
current photograph, dental records,
and hair sample.

As parents, it is easy to think that
our child could never be taken. The
record, however, tells a different story.
As a nation, we must work together to
educate our children, support the fam-
ilies of victims, and develop new meth-
ods of recording and finding missing
children. As one victim who founded a
nonprofit group to train search-and
rescue dog teams noted: “If we can
spare one family the anguish we have,
it will be worth it.”
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AID TO THE CONTRAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Haves] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in opposition to the
President’s proposal to send more aid
to the Contras waging war in Nicara-
gua. The kind of assistance the Presi-
dent is frying to send the so-called
freedom fighters has been disguised as
humanitarian aid this time. For some

strange reason, our President feels it.

necessary to provide the Contras with
“food, medicine, and other means of
support for survival.” We are talking
about only $14 million—forget about
the Federal deficit for a few moments
while we record this vote; it’s only an-
other $14 million.

I can only begin to tell you what $14
million would do to help rebuild the
South Side of Chicago. “Food, medi-
cine, and other means of support for
survival” sounds like just what we
need. It would restore $12.5 million in
health and human services and $2 mil-
lion for job training programs. We
could teach our children, feed our
families, rebuild our roads and our city
and take care of our sick and elderly.
Instead, our food stamps have been
cut, our job training, our Medicaid and
our Medicare have all been cut. It
seems that the only way for us to get
aid from this President is to take up
arms and call ourselves freedom fight-
€ers.

I suggest that if the President is
really looking for freedom fighters
then he needs only to look over at
South Africa where there are millions
of them. They are fighting for free-
dom against a small but well-armed
minority that continues to strip them
of their citizenship in their own home-
land. Over 300 South African freedom
fighters have been killed in police vio-
lence in the past year, but the Presi-
dent has not proposed any aid for
them—military or humanitarian.
When South African police execute
terrorist attacks against unarmed and
innocent people attending funerals,
the President accused the mourners of
provoking the attacks. Through his
policy of “constructive engagement,”
he has let the South African Govern-
ment know that he supports their vio-
lent oppression.

It’s obvious that the President
doesn’t recognize freedom fighters
when he sees them. As long as some-
one is willing to pick up a gun, point it
at the Soviet Union, and say that
they're fighting communism, the
President thinks that they are free-
dom fighters. The way to fight com-
munism is not to put guns in the
hands of everyone who claims to be an
anti-Communist. When we learn to
feed the hungry, clothe the naked,
and to support the fight for real free-
dom and democracy everywhere in the
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world—including Central America and
South Africa—then we will all be free-
dom fighters.

The President has learned a few
tricks though. He has learned that we
are willing to support peaceful negoti-
ations in order to solve conflicts, that
we in the Congress would rather solve
problems through peaceful dialog
than through military confrontation.
And that is what has led to this in-
credible offer of “humanitarian aid”
for the Contras. What the President
hasn’t learned, however, is that we in
the Congress can see right through
this disguise. Let there be no doubt
about it; a vote for Contra aid is a vote
for military aid. This is the same $14
million that was military aid before,
and in 60 days, it will be military aid
again. A vote for the Contras is a vote
for expanding the guerrilla war in
Nicaragua.

The situation in Central America is
dangerous enough without more arms
or any more of the President’s “hu-
manitarian aid.” And his meddling in
the situation does not make it any
better. There is a direct link between
the over $75 million that this adminis-
tration has already sent down there
and the growth of the Contras. From
just a few hundred in 1981; today they
number well over 16,000. We've bought
and paid for them with American tax
dollars. We've trained them, and we've
armed them, and they’ve gone out and
they've raped and pillaged and kid-
naped and murdered innocent civilians
in Nicaragua. If we had spent that
same amount of money on education
and job training in this country, we'd
have less crime and lower unemploy-
ment. The money that we have al-
ready spent on the Contras has helped
to spread the worst elements of war.
The same money spent on our own
people could have given us something
to be proud of.

Make no mistake about it, I am as
concerned with the security of our
Nation as any other Member of this
body. But I want the President to
know that there are young people in
Chicago who need jobs this summer,
and that they’'re freedom fighters for
jobs. I want the President to know
that there are senior citizens in Chica-
go who need their Medicare and their
Social Security, and that they're free-
dom fighters for Social Security. I
want the President to know that there
are hungry people in Chicago, and
they're freedom fighters for food.

I want the President to know that
there are freedom fighters all over the
country. And I want him to know that
the message is clear; if it's military aid,
they don’t need it and we can’t afford
it. If it’s humanitarian aid, we need it.
We need it at home. The fight for
freedom in his own back yard isn't
over yet.

Thank you.
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0O 1440
CENTRAL AMERICAN TRIP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. GaLiLol
is recognized for 5 minutes.

@ Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to report to my colleagues on
my recent trip to Central America.

What I have seen there strengthens
my belief that the President is correct
when he says that we must be consist-
ent and firm against the spread of
international terrorism throughout
Central America.

I visited three nations during my
trip last week. Guatemala, El Salva-
dor, and Nicaragua.

I saw a great contrast between Gua-
temala and El Salvador on one hand
and Nicaragua on the other hand.

In Guatemala, the military govern-
ment has promised free elections this
fall. In spite of economic and other
problems, Guatemala is moving
toward democratic government.

In El Salvador, President Duarte
told me that he is committed to a
growing democracy at home and to
finding a plan for peace in the region.

Duarte’s government has brought
stability to a mnation which was
plagued with violence. Today, the
people appear to be committed to
ending violence.

Stories of concentration camps are
simply not true. I visited one of these
camps, where people from the coun-
tryside live for their own protection. I
saw no barbed wire or guards. I met
the major of the camp. I talked to the
people. They would like to return to
their homes in the countryside.

Fear of terrorism keeps the people
in the camps. An end to violence would
mean a return to normal lives for the
people of El Salvador.

In Nicaragua, the story is quite dif-
ferent. The people I talked to felt be-
trayed by their Government and by
the revolution.

The only independent newspaper, La
Prensa, must submit to total censor-
ship. While I was there, the newspaper
failed to publish because most of the
material in the daily was cut by the
censors. That has occurred 38 times in
the recent past.

The censors removed all references
to the Reagan peace plan from La
Prensa, except for President Ortega's
statement, calling the plan an act of
aggression. Washington Post and New
York Times editorials on the plan
were also censored.

A nondenominational radio station
must submit transcripts of all broad-
casts, including sermons.

Religious leaders complain that they
are not free to practice their religions,
if they disagree with the Government.

There is no free enterprise. Busi-
nesses large and small are told how
many workers they can employ, what
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their salaries will be, what products
they will produce and what price they
will charge.

I spoke with a member of the Sandi-
nista government, Alejandro Bandana,
and I asked him about the lack of free-
doms in Nicaragua.

He blamed the war for the lack of
freedoms. The war does not explain
the total lack of domestic freedoms.
The war does not explain the large
amount of men and weapons in Nica-
ragua.

Evidence does not support the idea
that the Nicaraguans are fighting a
defensive war with its neighbors. The
evidence indicates that the Sandinis-
tas are limiting freedoms at home and
gathering weapons from abroad to
wage an offensive war of subversion
against its neighbors.

During my trip, I met with Govern-
ment representatives in each country.
I met with citizens from all walks of
life on both sides of the regional con-
flict.

We also delivered medical supplies to
a camp in El Salvador, and saw the
needs of the people in that regard, An-
tiburn salve in our supply delivery was
immediately administered to a young
burn victim.

The question before the Congress on
aid to Nicaragua revolves around the
question of talks to encourage a freer
and more peaceful atmosphere in all
of Central America.

If those talks produce results, the
Reagan plan calls for economic aid to
help the people of that region.

If those talks fail and terrorism con-
tinues to be the rule in Central Amer-
ica, then the President proposes posi-
tive action to counter terrorist activi-
ties. Regional stability is the goal of
this policy. The alternative is contin-
ued conflict and a wider spread of ter-
rorism.e

LEGISLATION TO EXTEND THE
HOSPICE CARE PROGRAM
UNDER MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased today to be joined by Repre-
sentative BiLL. GrapisonN in introduc-
ing legislation to extend for 3 years,
the hospice benefit under the Medi-
care Program. As my colleagues very
well know, Congress acted in 1982 to
provide for the first time, full coverage
and recognition of hospice care. The
legislation introduced in the 97th Con-
gress received the support of more
then 240 Members in the House and
more than 50 Members in the Senate.
There was a strong, bipartisan feeling
at that time that hospice care was an
appropriate alternative to make avail-
able to care for the terminally ill. I am
certain that support for hospice care
continues today and should allow for
the hospice benefit to continue.
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Under the present program, Medi-
care beneficiaries are eligible for hos-
pice care for up to 210 days if they are
certified to be terminally ill and have
less than 6 months to live. Certified
hospice programs must provide care
on a 24-hour basis in the home, on an
outpatient basis, as well as inpatient
care which must be limited to 20 per-
cent of the total days of care. In addi-
tion, hospice programs must offer be-
reavement counseling to family mem-
bers. At present, the hospice benefit is
scheduled to expire on September 30,
1986. The legislation we are introduc-
ing today simply extends the current
program for 3 additional years.

One area of concern in the current
hospice program centers around Medi-
care payment to hospices. In determin-
ing payment to hospices, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services
[HHS] has calculated per diem rates
for various levels of hospice care.
Since the development of this pay-
ment system for hospice reimburse-
ment, I have been greatly concerned
about the level of the per diem rates
established by HHS. When first estab-
lished, rates were set at $46.25 for rou-
tine home care, $311.96 for continuous
home care, $55.33 for inpatient respite
care, and $271 for inpatient care. Last
year, Congress acted wisely to approve
legislation to increase the routine
home care rate to $53.17, the level in-
cluded in the proposed hospice regula-
tions. However, continued concern
exist in hospice programs around the
country about the level of the hospice
payment rates. With HHS receiving
cost reports from hospice programs, I
am hopeful that in the near future the
actual cost of hospice care can be
better determined and payment rates
more appropriately established. Low
and unrealistic payment rates discour-
age hospice programs from seeking
Medicare certification and place a
great financial strain on programs
that are receiving hospice reimburse-
ment. This is an inequity which Con-
gress must stand willing to correct.

This measure to extend the hospice
program clearly indicates our contin-
ued support for hospice care and our
desire to avoid any uncertainty in the
field amongst providers and benefici-
aries about the continuance of the
hospice benefit under Medicare. Im-
plementation and participation in the
hospice program has been somewhat
deliberate. Of recent, though, interest
and participation has been increasing
and it would be a tremendous disserv-
ice to providers interested in obtaining
Medicare certification to be unsure
about the future course of the hospice
benefit.

In addition, the initial legislation
providing medicare coverage for hos-
pice care required the Department of
Health and Human Services to submit
to Congress prior to September 30,
1983, a report on the effectiveness of
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the hospice demonstration projects.
Also, HHS is required to report to
Congress before January of next year
on the effectiveness of the Hospice
Program. An executive summary of
the hospice demonstration project
final report has just been recently re-
leased, and the contract for the report
to review the effectiveness of the Hos-
pice Program was just issued. Obvious-
1y, a quality report evaluating the suc-
cess or any shortcomings of the hos-
pice benefit is unlikely to be provided
to Congress prior to January 1986. A
simple extension of the current pro-
gram should provide HHS with suffi-
cient time to issue a thorough hospice
evaluation report to Congress.

Mr. Speaker, beyond the compas-
sionate form of care delivered by hos-
pice programs in caring for the termi-
nally ill, another major characteristic
of hospice care is its cost-effectiveness.
It is widely concluded that the substi-
tution of hospice care for acute serv-
ices offers a real opportunity to obtain
cost-savings in the Medicare Program.
The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated that hospice coverage under
Medicare can save more than $100 mil-
lion over 3 years. The final report on
the hospice demonstration project also
concludes that hospice offers a cost
savings over the last year of life.
These facts are critical as we continue
to struggle with the Federal budget to
reduce budget deficits. We must
strongly encourage the development
and utilization of cost-effective pro-

grams such as hospice care.

Mr, Speaker, this legislation is im-
portant as we seek to continue to pro-
vide support to the hospice movement
around the country. Over the past

decade, we have seen enormous
growth in the hospice movement, and
today there are estimated to be more
than 1,200 operational hospice pro-
grams. Hospice care has proven that it
is deserving to be a part of our Na-
tion’s Federal health care system. The
legislation I am introducing will pro-
vide continued support to the hospice
industry and provide additional time
to evaluate the benefit and develop
changes to ensure the success of hos-
pice into the future.

The needs of the terminally ill and
their family members are unique. Hos-
pice care recognizes these needs, and
we must continue our commitment to
meeting the demands of the dying. I
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation.

Following is the text of this legisla-
tion:

H.R. 2070

A bill to amend title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act to extend hospice benefits
under the medicare program for an addi-
tional three years
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. THREE-YEAR EXTENSION OF HOSPICE
BENEFITS UNDER MEDICARE PRO-
GRAM.

Section 122(h)(1) of the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (P.L. 97-
248, 96 Stat. 362), relating to the end of the
effective date for hospice care, is amended
by striking out “October 1, 1986"” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “October 1, 1989" each
place it appears.e

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Fazio] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I was

unable to be on the floor at the time
that the House voted on Senate Joint
Resolution 15, Helsinki Human Rights
Day and House Concurrent Resolution
110, extradition of accused Taiwanese.
Had I been present I would have voted
in favor of both pieces of legislation.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZEA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. ELECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I was
unable to be present today when the
House voted on rollcall No. 54. Had I
been present I would have voted
“aye.” Thank you.@

REVENUE SHARING
ABSOLUTELY VITAL

(Mr. EOLTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that the President’s
new budget proposal would phase out
general revenue sharing at the end of
fiscal year 1986. This approach is
shortsighted and will undoubtedly
wreak havoc on thousands of local
governments throughout the United
States.

While revenue sharing is an impor-
tant element in many municipal budg-
ets, it is absolutely vital to the many
communities that have not benefited
from the general economic upturn.
Towns and communities that have
relied on a single industry like steel
need revenue sharing now more than
ever.

According to a 1983 survey conduct-
ed by the National Association of
Towns and Townships, almost 34 per-
cent of the 3,000 small governments
that responded to the survey indicated
that they relied on revenue sharing to
fund their fire, police, or rescue serv-
ices. Thirty-five percent used revenue
sharing to assist in funding services to
the elderly. Lastly, some 79 percent
needed revenue sharing to fund trans-
portation services at the local level.

While I agree that responsible
budget deficit reduction will be pain-
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ful, I believe we must also be fair to
local governments. Raising taxes at
the local level is not the answer. Yet,
without revenue sharing, local govern-
ments will either have to cut programs
or raise taxes. There is no other way,
around it.,

NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK,
APRIL 14 TO 20

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OweNns] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Today, Mr. Speaker, I
would like to discuss National Library
Week and pay tribute to the libraries
and librarians of the Nation during
the week of April 14 to 20. National Li-
brary Week is not a new week. Nation-
al Library Week is one like many
others. We tend to pass easily over
such designations, but I would like to
take today as an opportunity to dis-
cuss at great length the meaning and
significance of the Nation’s libraries
and information systems.

National Library Week is very much
a part of our effort to pay homage to
our educational system and to begin to
recognize the fact that we are in an
age of information, that our educa-
tional infrastructure thoroughly rests
on libraries as a foundation, that with-
out libraries as a foundation, our edu-
cational infrastructure would be total-
ly inadequate.

The President has himself again
paid tribute to National Library Week
with the following statement, and I
quote from the President’s statement
on National Library Week:

It gives me great pleasure to salute the
American Library Assoclation on the occa-
sion of National Library Week, April 14 to
20. I am reminded of the words of Ralph
Waldo Emerson: “It is a good reader that
makes a good book."”

If we are to be a nation of readers, we
must help our children discover the treas-
ures of the libraries of our schools and
cities. Throughout life we must refresh our-
selves at the fountains of knowledge and
academic and special libraries. Although
electronic technology has vastly expanded
the universe of information, access to this
information continues to be assured by the
assistance of our nation’s librarians.

1 welcome this opportunity to congratu-
late and to commend to all Americans the
professional librarians and the many able
community volunteers who stand ready to
assist us who seek knowledge and pleasure
in books. On this 28th annual observance of
National Library Week, I salute the millions
of Americans who use the libraries network
of information sources.

The library's open door beckons all to
enter. I invite all Americans to join as a
Nation of readers.

It is signed, Ronald Reagan.
0 1450
I begin this special order with a
reading of the President’'s statement

on National Library Week, and I want
to follow that by stating that the testi-
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mony of the American Library Asso-
ciation, President E.J. Josey, at a press
conference held yesterday with re-
spect to National Library Week, fol-
lows in the same vein up to a point.
And while the President, like most
Members of Congress and most nation-
al leaders have only good words to use
in connection with the Nation’s librar-
ies, the point of demarcation, the
point of difference begins when we dis-
cuss the critical funding needs of li-
braries.

In my overall statement, I want to
talk about the value and the cost bene-
fits of modern libraries because the
perception, the misguided perception
of the value and cost benefits of
modern libraries has led to a percep-
tion that libraries do not need money,
that they do not need funding to oper-
ate.

We are faced with a situation where
the President has high praises for li-
braries and yet he has placed zero in
the budget for the Library Services
and Construction Act. He has placed
zero in the budget for the funding of
college and research libraries and
many other activities which relate to
libraries have received scarce funding.

I also want to discuss the role of li-
braries in the learning society in this
age of information. In the report that
was prepared by the President’s Com-
mittee on Excellence in Education,
they referred to our age as an age of
information, and they said that we are
in a learning society where learning
becomes vitally important from the
cradle to the grave. At every level of
our lives, we are in a process of learn-
ing, and the Commission addressed
itself to the need to have resources,
and the need to have institutions
which help and assist Americans at
every stage of that process of learning.

I also want to discuss the publie li-
brary as a family learning center. And
while it plays a role in this process of
the learning society, the society which
must provide Americans with the
means and the resources for an educa-
tion for their entire lifetime, I intend
also to discuss information literacy
and what that means.

We talk a lot about literacy, and lit-
eracy is one of the goals of the present
American Library Association. But
basic literacy differs from information
literacy. The definition of information
literacy is, a person is information-lit-
erate when they understand how to
use information in their own work,
when they know how to use the vari-
ous tools that are available in their
own occupations. And I want to dis-
cuss that and the significance of that
for the Nation.

I also intend to discuss the current
Federal information crisis, the policies
of our present administration and how
those policies impact on the provision
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of information at every level in the
American society.

Finally, I would like to conclude
with a discussion of the state of the
Federal library and information sup-
port effort, and that impact on the
entire Nation.

Before I proceed, however, I under-
stand there are others of my colleagues
present or who will be submitting writ-
ten statements for this special order
on National Library Week.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OWENS. And I now yield to the
gentleman  from Georgia [Mr.
THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I am honored to once again
join my good friend and colleague
from New York, MaJor OWENS, in sup-
port and recognition of National Li-
brary Week.

I had the pleasure of visiting with
Georgia members of the National Li-
brary Association in my office yester-
day, and, as always, was further en-
lightened by the commitment our li-
brarians have to the enrichment of
our daily lives through teaching.

Library services are broad in scope
and offer us the opportunity of life-
long learning. They have programs for
parents and day care centers, as well
as programs that serve children direct-
ly. They work in direct conjunction
with our public school systems and in-
stitutions of higher learning to help
students of all ages acquire basic read-
ing skills and to promote the joy of
learning and discovery. They provide
literacy programs, materials for per-
sons who are blind and disabled, books
for disadvantaged students, and serv-
ices for persons with limited proficien-
cy in English. As you can see, our li-
braries truly benefit all segments of
our society.

At a time when we face the most
staggering Federal budget deficit in
our Nation’s history, I think it is im-
portant to remember that an invest-
ment in our libraries is an investment
in our future. It is an investment
which ensures the rights of all our citi-
zens to get information and resources
for continued learning. It is an invest-
ment which is important to the qual-
ity of life, from early childhood to
adulthood. It is an investment which
promotes sound government, en-
chances the quality of community life,
and improves employment opportuni-
ties.

I join with my colleagues in thank-
ing and commending our Nation’s li-
brarians for the outstanding work
they do in helping to enrich the lives
of millions of Americans through
learning. Thank you.

Mr. OWENS. National Library Week
is a time for millions of Americans to
show their appreciation for the many
diverse library services we use and
enjoy. This is certainly a time to even
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reemphasize the fact that libraries are
a vital part of the national education
infrastructure.

Libraries and information services of
all kinds are increasingly more impor-
tant as our society becomes more com-
plex. Information literacy which is de-
fined as the ability to use information
in one’s own work has become a major
operating skill necessary to function
productively.

What happens to libraries and infor-
mation services has definite impact on
prosperity, progress, and the security
of the Nation as a whole. This year it
appears Government funding for li-
braries is under a more intense attack
than ever before. And, in addition to
recommending zero in the budget for
the Library Services and Construction
Act, the present administration has
signaled its intent to wage a full-scale
war on the library and information
support services provided by the Fed-
eral Government.

We view with particular alarm the
actions of the Office of Management
and Budget. It appears that David
Stockman has become the unofficial
censor, the book-burning tzar of the
Federal Government. OMB has indi-
cated that it will continue to combine
library services with janitorial and
repair services and contract these ex-
ecutive branch libraries out to com-
mercial companies.

Still worse, what has caused the
greatest alarm is the announcement
that OMB proposes to massacre the
budgets of all information generating

_units except the information services

of the White House. Thousands of
publications, films, and other informa-
tion items will be eliminated if in the
wisdom of Mr. Stockman and his staff
they are judged to be unnecessary.

There is good cause to fear that we
are about to witness the equivalent of
a massive book burning compaign. The
OMB is guilty of gross abuse of power.
No set of accountants or budget bust-
ers should dare to assume the awe-
some responsibility of deciding what
information should be provided to the
people of this great democracy.

There is ample evidence which indi-
cates that this administration recog-
nizes the value of information in our
very complex society. The modernized,
electronic information systems in the
White House as part of the White
House publications apparatus have re-
quired a budget increase at least four
times greater than the amount budg-
eted for White House information
s;:rvices in the previous administra-
tion.

While making the claim that there is
not enough money available for the
standard information services to all of
the people, it appears that Mr. Stock-
man has made unlimited funds avail-
able to promote the White House
point of view.
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During this National Library Week,
which highlights so many diverse
needs and accomplishments of so
many different kinds of libraries, it is
also important that the attention of
the Congress be focused on ways to
challenge the sweeping powers which
are being assumed by the Office of
Management and Budget. If far-reach-
ing changes must be made in Federal
publication policies and information
services, it is the duty of the Congress
to seek a more nonpartisan, responsi-
ble and rational way of reviewing and
reshaping this vital function.

National Library Week is an appro-
priate time to remind the American
people that the information policies of
our Federal Government directly
impact on the quantity and the qual-
ity of useful materials which are avail-
able in our research, academic, school,
and in our local public libraries.

Consider the following letter ad-
dressed to Members of Congress from
the president and chief executive offi-
cer of the New York Public Library in
New York City, one of the oldest, larg-
est, and most well recognized of the re-
search libraries, which also happens to
be the central library for the New
York public library services. It serves
three counties, Manhattan, the Bronx,
and the county of Richmond.

Mr. Vartan Gregorian sent the fol-
lowing letter:

THE NEW YORK
PUBLIC LIBRARY, '
New York, NY, April 12, 1985.

Dear MEMBER OF CONGRESS: At 8 time
when the importance of an educated and in-
formed citizenry has never been greater,
there is grave danger that all federal sup-
port for libraries, a major source of learning
and information for the nation's citizens,
will be eliminated. I write to you, and The
New York Public Library’s librarians visit,
to let you know of the harm that would
result from these proposals,

The New York Public Library is a large
and complex institution. It includes both
circulating and research functions, and re-
ceives substantial public and private fund-
ing. Because of this complexity, the ways in
which federal actions affect the Library are
numerous. Administration proposals on a
variety of subjects, if enacted, would have a
devastating impact on our ability to serve
the public. I would like to bring to your at-
tention some of the major programs pro-
posed for elimination or major reductions:

Library Services and Construction Act
(LSCA). This program, located within the
Department of Education, is scheduled for
elimination this year. If this elimination is
enacted, the New York Public Library would
be forced, in turn, to eliminate or drastically
reduce the many programs funded by LSCA.
These include: training volunteer readers at
our Library for the Blind, conducting liter-
acy tutoring and English as a Second Lan-
guage Instruction, publishing the Directory
of Community Services, and providing & job
advisory service, With LSCA funds we are
also able, this year, to make one of our
branches accessible to the handicapped, and
to run a computerized data base for circulat-
ing libraries in the region. The projected
annual loss to The New York Public Library
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in LSCA funds would be $989,000; the loss
to those who use our programs and services
would be much more.

Strengthening Research Library Re-
sources (Title IT C). A valuable resource for
the nation's future will be lost if this De-
partment of Education program is eliminat-
ed, as has been proposed. The rich collec-
tions of research libraries are well known;
what is not so well known is the extent to
which these collections are often deteriorat-
ing on the shelves or otherwise inaccessible.
With a $235,000 grant from Title II C, The
New York Public Library is microfilming
valuable material on World War I. Without
this project, a valuable record would have
decayed to the point of not being usable;
now a filmed record exists.

The National Endowment for the Human-
ities is another agency of major concern to
The New York Public Library. This agency
is proposed for reductions of 11%. One pro-
gram within the agency is singled out for a
cut of 57%—The Public Libraries Program.
While we oppose any reduction in the NEH
funding, we particularly deplore the size of
the reduction in the Public Libraries Pro-
gram. The NEH has provided close to $2
million a year in general operating support
for the Research Libraries of NYPL. In ad-
dition, projects that have been or will be
conducted with NEH support include: cata-
loging American Musical manuscripts, the
exhibit and program ‘Censorship: 500 Years
of Conflict,"” access to our manuscripts and
archives collection, and the upcoming ex-
hibit “New World Voyages in the Age of
Discovery."

Revenue Foregone Postal Subsidy. The
administration has proposed total elimina-
tion of the appropriation that supports 3rd
class mailing for non-profit organizations
and for the blind. In place of the appropria-
tion, cross-subsidization is proposed where-
by first class rates would subsidize non-prof-
its and the blind. This is illegal under cur-
rent postal law. Any change in the law
would be controversial and would require
lengthy review. The postal subsidy through
appropriation of $981 million must continue
until such time as a new method becomes
law. The enclosed fact sheet demonstrates
that the cost to this institution would be
over $1 million if postal subsidies were elimi-
nated.

Revisions in Tax Law. The New York
Public Library has historically been sup-
ported by a partnership between the public
and private sectors. Annual giving by pri-
vate donors is essential to our operations, as
are major gifts for endowment and capital
needs, The incentive in the tax code for pri-
vate giving is critical to maintaining and
building this funding base. We urge that
changes in the tax code not discourage the
generous individuals whose help is critical
to our future,

Telecommunications Costs. A new filing
by AT&T before the Federal Communica-
tions Commission would send telecommuni-
cations costs for libraries skyrocketing.
Computerized networks are increasingly a
major means by which libraries provide in-
formation to users. Because libraries are
committed to providing access to informa-
tion and learning free of charge, we have no
way of passing these costs on to users. Be-
cause this role of libraries is so thoroughly
in the public interest, a special exemption
on a “library rate” should be instated, and
the AT&T request before the FCC should
be denied.

I want to mention briefly two other agen-
cies endangered by budget cuts, The Nation-
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al Endowment for The Arts and the Nation-
al Historical Publications and Records Com-
mission. The programs of these agencies
provide essential support to libraries and
other cultural institutions; we urge their
continuation at current levels.

The sheer length of this list demonstrates
the extent to which the administration’s
proposal will hurt libraries and the public
they serve. For The New York Public Li-
brary, we estimate a loss of $2 million from
the elimination of LSCA and postal subsi-
dies alone, with the potential of much great-
er harm from changes in telecommunica-
tions and tax policies.

I urge you to help reverse these damaging
proposals. We and the citizens we serve need
your assistance. Thank you for your consid-
eration and attention.

Sincerely,
VARTAN GREGORIAN.
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That is the letter from the president
and chief executive officer of the New
York Public Library. His library had
been traditionally an outstanding in-
novative library providing services not
only those traditional services to
scholars, to students and to people
who use its vast, tremendous research
libraries but also providing services to
people in all parts of New York in the
three counties that they serve. They
have been very innovative, they have
had outreach programs to reach
people who needed jobs, job corps cen-
ters. They have had career informa-
tion centers.

There is practically no forward look-
ing program, an outreach type of pro-
gram which has not been sponsored by
the New York Public Library.

In the neighboring area of Brooklyn,
similar programs have been sponsored
including a job information center
funded by the Library Services and
Construction Act and a career infor-
mation center also funded by the same
act.

These are examples of programs
funded directly by the LSCA, and pro-
grams which would not exist if that
act is not funded again.

The American Library Association,
as a commentary on the report that
was issued in the spring of 1983, the
report which was called “A Nation At
Risk” was submitted to the President
by the Commission on Excellence in
Education, made several outstanding
comments which were later published,
I believe important comments, pub-
lished in a booklet which they entitled
“Alliance for Excellence.” In the Alli-
ance for Excellence, the American Li-
brary Association points out the nu-
merous ways in which no education
system can go forward in this country
unless it also takes into consideration
the needs of the Nation’s libraries.
Every school, every college, every uni-
versity has at its center, its very core,
the appropriate library collections and
services.

Beyond the school and libraries, in-
dividuals who continue their learning
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also use public libraries and other spe-
cial libraries.
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If you consider the fact that each in-
dividual goes to school only a limited
part of their lives, that if an individual
gets a Ph.D. degree, it means that
they went probably through 12 years
of elementary and secondary school-
ing, 4 years of college training and 4
years of graduate work.

So at the minimum, an individual
would spend 20 years in the formal in-
stitutions related to education, col-
leges, universities, public schools. The
rest of the years of an individual’s life,
if they live to be 65, the rest of those
years, 45 years, would be spent with-
out the support of any one of those
formal education institutions, and in-
stitution of the type of the public li-
brary is the only institution that they
would be able to turn to for the kinds
of extra support they needed beyond
their own personal research and study
collection.

The letter from the head of the New
York Public Library highlights what
the critical issues are facing libraries
in our Nation at this time. The report
from the American Library Associa-
tion Task Force on Excellence in Edu-
cation, which comments on the
“Nation At Risk” report, has interest-
ing commentaries on the basic realities
in the “Nation At Risk.”

I will read a few excerpts from this
report as evidence of the kind of con-
cern that the report speaks about.

Reality No. 1. The extent to which
parents introduce their children to
books,

Does the gentleman wish to speak
on this special order? Mr. RoOBIN
TarLroN of South Carolina.

Mr. TALLON. If the gentleman
would yield 30 seconds to me.

Mr. OWENS. 1 would be happy to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Owens] for arranging
these special orders in recognition of
National Library Week.

I have enjoyed the gentleman’s com-
ments on the LSCA Act; that those
funds are very important to all our
congressional districts. They are espe-
cially important in the congressional
district that I represent, because rural
South Carolinians have the same
sense of isolation that all rural resi-
dents experience. Public libraries long
ago devised ways to minimize this iso-
lation by using bookmobiles to bring
the library to those people living too
far from the library.

My Sixth District is very large and
heavily agricultural, thus a perfect
candidate for bookmobile service. I am
proud of the job our libraries are
doing to bring needed information to
rural South Carolina.
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We are indeed in an information age,
and it is important that all citizens
have access to the vital information
necessary for decisionmaking. Grants
to purchase bookmobiles using the Li-
brary Services and Construction Act
funds are enabling our public libraries
to continue this long tradition of out-
reach.

Mr. OWENS. I thank the gentleman
from South Carolina, and I would like
to comment that the Library Services
and Construction Act has done most
for small libraries, for rural libraries,
and in many cases, the state support
systems which now exist for rural li-
braries would not exist at all if it had
not been for the passage of the Li-
brary Services and Construction Act
more than 20 years ago.

That act allowed States to, for the
first time, organize support staff, gave
them money for adminstration over-
head, allowed them to coordinate
those libraries throughout the State
which needed help most and provide
collections to back them up.

So rural libraries will lose the most
if we do not have continued funding
for the Library Services and Construc-
tion Act.

I might also note that State libraries
themselves in almost 30 States, the
State libraries did not exist in any
form other than to serve the State leg-
islature before the passage of the Li-
brary Services and Construction Act.
Thirty State libraries would be tre-
mendously hard hit and services
beyond service to their local legisla-

tures would be cut completely if they
do not have the funding which is
found in the Library Services and Con-
struction Act.

Mr. Speaker, it has been pointed out
that libraries are really funded

throughout the Nation primarily
through local and State sources. In
fact, when you average it out, about 95
percent of the funding for libraries
come from those two sources; State
and local funding. Only 5 percent is
Federal funding.

The question was raised, if so much
is already provided by the local and
the State governments, why do the
not provide it all?

This is a curious inverse reasoning
which penalizes those who have done
the most and takes away the most
flexible funding. The funding that ap-
pears in the Federal Library Services
and Construction Act is flexible fund-
ing which allows systems to cooperate
among themselves which finances in-
terlibrary loans, which does the kinds
of things which they could not afford
otherwise.

They also are in a situation where
the cost of libraries has risen dramati-
cally, and to take away that 5-percent
funding for libraries would seriously
jeopardize their local funding in many
CAaSes.
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Federal funding is used as matching
grant funds in some cases, and those
matching grants—the other amount
would not be there if you did not have
the Federal funds to begin with.

Part of the problem, as I said before,
is the perception of the value of librar-
ies, the low perception held by the
present administration. Nevertheless,
this administration does put a great
deal of emphasis on education, or at
least does a great deal of lip service
with respect to education.

For this reason, I am going to quote
from the report of the American Li-
brary Association which comments on
“A Nation at Risk."”

In considering “A Nation at Risk,”
the ALA task force discussed several
realities. Reality No. 1 is that learning
begins before schooling. The extent to
which parents introduce their children
to books, culture and learning affects
children throughout life. “A Nation at
Risk"” points out to parents the follow-

“As surely as you are your child’s
first and most influential teacher,
your child’s ideas about education and
its significance begins with you. You
must be a living example of what you
expect your children to honor and
emulate. Moreover, you bear responsi-
bility to participate actively in your
child’s education. You should nuture
your child’s curiosity, creativity and
confidence.

Above all, exhibit & commitment to con-
tinued learning in your own life,

The commentary by the ALA fol-
lows:

Research shows that children who have
been exposed to reading and other cultural
experiences before they begin school have a
better chance of success in formal learning
than those who do not have this experience.

Among the most important of the pre-
school experiences are the development of
skills in listening, speaking, and looking
that prepare for reading and form the basis
for the enjoyment of learning.

And it goes on to point out how li-
braries do provide this service.

Library service to parents for exam-
ple, and to day care staffs, support
preschool learning in a variety of
ways. Libraries provide books for
adults to read aloud to children,
groups of children in child care and
day care centers, and in public librar-
ies often listen to stories and act them
out.

Children borrow books and records
from libraries. Toddler programs that
bring very small children and their
parents to the library together provide
a basis for later, more independent use
of libraries by children as they grow
older.

It was pointed out several years ago
that when a group of citizens in New
York City were questioned about serv-
ices that they would be willing to pay
higher taxes to receive, one of the
items that stood out was that those in-
dividuals who were parents of young
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children indicated they would be will-
ing to pay higher taxes if they could
be guaranteed better library services,
especially in the area of books for chil-
dren and books for parents, books
which told about parenting and child
rearing.

Reality No. 2, as pointed out by the
ALA comment on “A Nation At Risk”
states that good schools require good
school libraries. Good schools enable
students to acquire and to use knowl-
edge, to experience and enjoy discov-
ery and learning. It enables them to
understand themselves and other
people, to develop lifelong learning
skills, and to function productively in
a democratic society.

Libraries are essential to each of
these tasks, and library students learn
how to locate, organize and use infor-
mation, and that information will
expand their horizons and raise their
self-expectations. Librarians are teach-
ers, and they serve both students and
teachers.
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“A Nation At Risk” states that the
elementary years “should foster en-
thusiasm for learning and the develop-
ment of the individual's gifts and tal-
ents."”

This item from “A Nation At Risk”
describes what occurs when elementa-
ry schoolchildren develop early and
lasting pleasures in using libraries.

In Indiana, a study showed that
reading skills, verbal expression and li-
brary skills were significantly greater
in an elementary school after library
services were increased. Disadvantaged
children in Boston increased their
skills in verbal expression of ideas and
their language ability after 12 weekly
1-hour library programs with books
and story telling.

Access to a library for quick fact
finding and sustained work on a
project should be among the rights of
every child and every young person.
The student who encounters a librari-
an who is directly involved in teaching
has access to a much wider world than
that of a single classroom. The librari-
an at successive grade levels intro-
duces literature and teaches research
study skills. From the librarian a
teacher learns how to locate, interpret,
and present information.

Too many of the 105,000 schools in
the United States have inadequate
school libraries because they lack the
staff, they lack the materials and
space and services required by stu-
dents and their teachers. Even many
of the schools that have library mate-
rials provide few library services be-
cause they lack professional librarians.
Almost 3 million pupils, 7 percent of
the total in the Nation, attend public
schools which do not have school li-
braries. In 1982 our country had only
one school librarian for every 954 stu-
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dents. This is equivalent of an average
of only 20 seconds a day provided for
each student.

The lack of librarians is especially
severe in elementary schools. For ex-
ample, in Los Angeles, our country’s
second largest city, in only 20 of the
city’s 450 elementary schools is there a
full-time librarian.

Furthermore, in the last decade, the
number of school library supervisory
and consultant staff at State and dis-
trict levels has declined sharply.

In “A Nation at Risk” the National
Commission on Excellence in Educa-
tion recommends higher educational
standards and expectations. They rec-
ommend increased time for learning
and increased attention to English,
mathematics, science, social studies,
computer science, and foreign lan-
guages.

To achieve these requirements,
school libraries must be stronger. Li-
brarians who are less bound by cur-
riculum sequences than classroom
teachers can improve the performance
of students in every grade, in every
subject, at every level of ability.

To ensure that every child has
access to the quality of school library
service needed in a learning society,
public officials should do the follow-
ing. These are recommended by the
ALA Task Force on Excellence in Edu-
cation: They should require that li-
brary research and information within
the library program and in all subject
areas at each level of elementary and
secondary schools. They should estab-
lish more specific State standards for
school libraries. They should require
school superintendents, boards, par-
ents, teachers, and other interested
people in every community to prepare
a plan for developing school library re-
sources, for using these resources ef-
fectively and for coordinating services
with public libraries in their communi-
ties. They should supply sufficient
funds for school library programs so
they are staffed to coordinate the
teaching of research and study skills,
in cooperation with teachers of Eng-
lish, social studies, science, mathemat-
ics, and other subjects. They should
provide funds for sufficient library
books. They should earmark State
education funds for school library re-
sources and program development and
not allow these funds to be used in
any way deemed necessary by the local
administrators. They should ensure
that each State education department
has skilled State library media super-
vision staffs to provide the needed
statewide professional leadership.
They should require colleges and uni-
versities to provide future teachers
with training in the using of libraries
and library materials. They should re-
quire that education programs for
school administrators and other edu-
cation specialists include training and
the administration and supervision of
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school libraries. They should also
target Federal education funds to spe-
cific school library resource develop-
ment programs, including those that
use the new technologies and those
that demonstrate exemplary services.

Reality No. 3 deals with people in a
learning society and their needs for li-
braries throughout their lives.

Reality No. 4 deals with public sup-
port of libraries in an investment in
people and communities.

The recommendations for public
support of libraries as an investment
in people and communities is as fol-
lows: To ensure that libraries serve us
all effectively, public officials should
appropriate funds for library services
targeted toward individual and com-
munity needs for job information, for
literacy and for development, as well
as toward more general needs of li-
brary users. They should demand ex-
cellence in their academic institutions,
public school and special libraries.
They should supply each State library
agency with the funds and staff
needed to work with the public offi-
cials and libraries of all types in plan-
ning services and sharing resources.
They should mandate that State and
Federal Government documents and
the products of Government-spon-
sored research are available to all
through library network programs.
They should institute a library rate
for telecommunication and they
should convene a State and national
conference of library users, librarians,
library policy makers, and public offi-
cials to assess the capacities of our li-
braries to serve the learning society, to
measure the change which has taken
place since the 1979 White House Con-
ference on Library and Information
Services, to encourage sound, long-
range community-based planning for
library services and to initiate local,
State, and Federal action to improve
library services.

There are all actions which are rec-
ommended by the American Library
Association’s report which is entitled
“An Alliance for Excellence,” which is
a commentary on “A Nation At Risk,”
the report of the President’s Commis-
sion on Excellence in Education.

I have spent the time to enumerate
some of the positions of the American
Library Association because there is a
great need that the perceptions of the
American people and the perceptions
of the Members of Congress and the
policymakers be changed with respect
to the meaning of libraries. The tradi-
tional perceptions of the library as a
quite place is an acceptable one. We do
not want to get rid of that perception.
There is a need still in our society for
quiet places. The perception of a li-
brary as a place where people are seri-
ous, can get away to study, can find re-
sources they need, the perception as a
place for introverts or bookworms I do
not think is necessarily a derogatory
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perception. Our age needs bookworms
and we need introverts. Introverts are
the people who prepare the programs
for computers, software packages for
computers. Introverts are the people
who design computers. In the age of
information, we need introverts, as we
need every other kind of person.

So if it is perceived as a quiet place,
a place for bookworms, a place for
introverts, that is acceptable also.

But beyond that, the library must be
seen as a place which extends to every
citizen the kinds of resources for
learning, the kinds of resources for
self-improvement that are not avail-
able except for people who have
means. Certain individuals can provide
all the resources they need, they can
provide for their own basic library,
they can provide for their own refer-
ence books, they can provide for their
own computer services, they can pro-
vide for their own electronic informa-
tion services. Corporations can provide
for their own electronic information
services. There are colleges and uni-
versities which certainly provide for
their students.

One of the goals of many of the
public libraries is to place at a level
where each individual can reach the
services of electronic data bases. These
data bases are quite costly. It means
that information which originates in
Washington by electronic transfer can
be transferred to any part of the coun-
try, that any youngster in any part of
the country could receive that infor-
mation if his public library had the
electronic equipment necessary to re-
ceive it.

One of the problems that we have is
that taxpayers and policymakers at
every level refuse to recognize that
these kinds of modern information
bases exist, that no library is up to
date and current unless they have the
capacity to finance these kinds of
modern receival and retrieval units.
This kind of technology must be paid
for. And while we are ready to accept
increases in cost in many other areas,
we do not want to accept the fact that
a modern library also has to bear
these increased costs.

If you consider the fact that one MX
missile costs $74 million, and the
amount of money that is being cut
from the present budget for library
services is $118 million, for less than
two MX missiles we can supply the
money needed to fund the Library
Services and Construction Act. If you
consider the modern costs and how
they compare, you will see that the li-
brary costs or the portion of library
funding borne by the Federal Govern-
ment is a trivial, very tiny, minuscule
amount of money. If you consider the
fact that a fighter plane at the end of
World War I cost less than $100,000,
and we now pay for a fighter plane
more than $18 million, a fighter plane
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now costs $18 million, and it cost less
than $100,000 at the end of World War
I, you can see how the cost for the
military has escalated, but nobody
wants to recognize the fact that the
cost of libraries has also escalated to a
lesser degree.
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Whereas books averaged, hard-back
books, averaged, at the end of World
War 11, less than $3 per book, and ref-
erence books were as low as $5 per
book. No reference book can be pur-
chased for less than $30 to $50, and
the average hard cover book costs be-
tween $10 and $15 in 1985. The costs
are escalating continually.

Libraries have traditionally been
called upon to stretch the rubber
band; to be very flexible and get as
much out of the least amount possible.
They have done this through pro-
grams of interlibrary loan and working
with each other in systems. Through
programs which reach across States
and across the whole country, they
have been able to foster systems which
provide first-class services for second-
class costs.

This rubberband at this point has
been stretched to the limit, and it is
about to break. They cannot continue
to provide these kinds of services if
policymakers at every level do not
begin to recognize the serious problem
that they face and the kinds of costs
that they must have, the funding that
they must have to meet their costs.

Libraries are presently one of the
best bargains in our public service
structure. You cannot find another
agency or another service which serves
as many people for as little cost. One
must consider the cost-benefits ratio;
how we get such a tremendous amount
of benefits from our libraries with
such a small amount of cost.

Measuring the costs of libraries is
one of the tasks that certain library
professionals have set for themselves
and done a very good job. I commend
to the Members the studies of the
King Research Associates who have
done several studies for the Federal
Government to measure the actual
value of libraries to the Federal Gov-
ernment. One of the most outstanding
studies by the King Research Associ-
ates was a study of the Defense Tech-
nical Information Center which is re-
sponsible for all of the technical infor-
mation in the Department of Defense.

The Defense Technical Information
Center's product, its materials, are
very heavily used by scientists and en-
gineers. These scientists and engineers
use these resources for very practical
purposes; nobody questions the fact
that they are using them and the fact
that they are needed. They use them
for very practical purposes. Defense,
of course, has the highest priority in
our Federal Government, and the
services that they use were measured
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in this study by submitting a question-
naire to the scientists and engineers
who use DTIC, the Defense Technical
Information Center, and the use of
this information was evaluated by the
scientists in terms of how long it took
them to get, how much time it saved
them when they found a technical
booklet, or a book or whatever, kind of
material that was useful to them. How
much time it saved them; what kind of
innovation it allowed them to under-
take as a result of revealing something
that had been done before, or in vari-
ous ways, how the provision of infor-
mation from the Defense Technical
Information Center allowed them to
go forward in the research that they
were doing or in practical projects
that they were working on.

When the study was over, when they
had measured the cost and multiplied
the cost, multiplied the time that it
took by the kinds of salaries that were
being paid to these engineers and sci-
entists, the amount of value attributed
to the Defense Technical Information
Center, was more than $30 billion. The
value of that collection was assessed at
more than $30 billion.

Mr. Don King of the same King Re-
search Associates estimates that the
value of our public libraries through-
out the Nation in terms of the time
they save for people who are seeking
knowledge and information is estimat-
ed at more than $10 billion.

They are doing studies now at the
Department of Energy Technical Re-
sources Center, and they estimate
similar large savings that are realized
by scientists and engineers as a result
of using these collections.

‘We are not only interested in having
libraries to provide technical and sci-
entific information, but it is good to
compare the cost and the use of the
technical and scientific materials be-
cause they are what the hard core, so-
called practical thinkers who are
making decisions in Government are
willing to consider. They show the
value of libraries in our modern age of
information.

As I said before, when you measure
these kinds of costs against the costs
that we pay for our armaments, espe-
cially for our MX missiles, you can see
that the amount of money that is
being requested in the Federal budget
for libraries, and the amount of money
that libraries use across the country in
general, is a very miniscule amount.

It is very significant to note that at
the same time we are forcing tremen-
dous cutbacks with respect to funds
that are placed in the budget for li-
braries. We are also, at the Federal
level, cutting back on the availability
of library materials and library serv-
ices with the Federal Government.

This administration, since 1881, has
relentlessly pushed back the availabil-
ity and cut back on the availability of
information services and materials. I
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have in my hand a chronology pre-
pared again by the Washington office
of the American Library Association
which is called, “Less Access to Less
Information By and About the U.S.
Government.” It is a chronology from
1981 to 1984, and it reads as follows. I
will read some of the highlights of the
kind of atrocities that have been com-
mitted against information systems
and information services over the last
5 years.

In September of 1981, David Stockman,
the Director of OMB, issued an Executive
Order requiring that Agency heads pay spe-
cial attention to the major information cen-
uiers operated or sponsored by their Agen-
cies.

Among the types of information cen-
ters to be evaluated were clearing
houses for the public; information
analysis centers; and resource centers.
Evaluation criteria included these
questions: Could the private sector
provide the same or similar informa-
tion? That was a question always
asked. Is the information services pro-
vided on a full cost or recovery basis.
This was the opening gun for a series
of memorandums which later resulted
in the present OMB circular which
calls again for the elimination of nu-
merous information services and mate-
rials.

The OMB was not limiting their
attack, of course, to mere materials
and services, although they did have
press conferences and they had on dis-
play bags of booklets and various
kinds of information published by the
Federal agencies. One of those book-
lets that they have chosen to elimi-
nate recently is a booklet -called,
“Infant Care.”

“Infant Care” was considered to be a
waste of the Government's money.
The continued publication of that par-
ticular classic. I would ask you to con-
sider the fact that the Federal Gov-
ernment, the taxpayers of this coun-
try, are financing medical services for
numerous mothers and children who
would have used that book “Infant
Care.” We pay the cost of every
mother who is on Medicaid; we pay for
that cost and we pay for the child’'s
health care costs also.

If every mother on Medicaid alone
were given a copy of “Infant Care”
and if, as a result of reading “Infant
Care"” or a similar booklet provided by
the Government, the care that that
mother provided for her baby resulted
in the baby not getting sick just one or
two times, numerous dollars would be
saved by the Federal Government
which does pay the bill for Medicaid
when that mother who is on Medicaid
goes to the hospital.

The whole concept of preventive
health care begins with information.
For any Agency of Government to
assume the powers that have been as-
sumed by the Office of Management
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and Budget, and begin to dictate to
every branch of Government those
branches which serve health care in-
stitutions; the branches which service
businessmen, labor statistics, every
branch of Government, is dictating
what publications they can publish;
which publications shall be published
in what amount, and how those publi-
cations shall be disseminated. That
kind of power, resting in one agency, is
detrimental to the dissemination of
necessary information useful to the so-
ciety as a whole, and useful to the
whole of society to hold the Govern-
ment accountable.

I offer as another example the deci-
sion made by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget or the Department
of Labor under pressure from the
Office of Management and Budget to
discontinue the publication of certain
Department of Labor statistics related
to the cost of living for families. Those
statistics will no longer be published;
they are considering the discontinu-
ation of the publication of materials
which relate to occupation outlook;
the kinds of materials which have
been used for years by libraries and
other institutions that provide guid-
ance for various people who are seek-
ing jobs.

All of this results from the kind of
perception that the present adminis-
tration holds for information and in-
formation services.
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It is quite evident that the present
administration does value information
services because they have greatly in-
creased their own information appara-
tus. They are providing their own
press releases on electronic equipment.
You can get the full text of all of the
press releases from the White House.
You can get the full text of certain
chosen documents out of the executive
branch directly on electronic retrieval
machinery. They understand the value
of information to convey their own
point of view; however, they are deter-
mined to deny this kind of access to in-
formation to the average American.

What has happened as a result of
these kinds of policies is an informa-
tion crisis generated by the assump-
tion of these powers by the Office of
Management and Budget. One of the
Office of Management and Budget's
actions has been commented on by the
the American Library Association in
the following pamphlet, which is enti-
tled “Government Information: Is it a
public good or a commercial product?”

The Office of Management and
Budget has requested public comment
on a draft policy circular which, if im-
plemented, will sharply reduce the
Federal Government’s efforts to col-
lect and disseminate information to
the public. It will also accelerate the
current trend toward the commercial-
ization and the privatization of Gov-
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ernment information. The proposed
circular was published in the March 15
Federal Register. Corrections are in
the March 24 Register, and this um-
brella circular supersedes four existing
Office of Management and Budget cir-
culars.

The draft circular’s definitions and
policy considerations bear careful
review in light of the trends in the
past 4 years to reduce public access to
Government information. Section 8(a)
of this draft states that public access
to Government information is to be
provided consistent with the Freedom
of Information Act. Yet, the ALA has
documented that Federal agencies are
increasing fees to the public. Fees are
being increased for record retrieval, in-
cluding Federal information requests.
These fees can be high when an indi-
vidual requests information that must
be retrieved by a computer.

For example, in the October 29, Fed-
eral Register, the U.S. Postal Service
published standard charges for the
system utilization services and they
range from $189 to $1,827 per hour. In
other words, a citizen who wants to
use electronic retrieval processes to
get information from his Federal Gov-
ernment might pay from $189 to
$1,827 per hour.

While automation clearly offers
promises of savings, will public access
to Government information be further
restricted for people who cannot
afford computers or cannot pay for
this computer time?

Among the basic considerations and
assumptions of this OMB circular are
“that the public and private benefits
derived from Government information
must exceed the public-private cost of
the information.” This means that any
information wanted by any public
person, any person who is a member of
the public, that information will be
given to him only after cost recovery is
considered. In the analysis of key sec-
tions under the information dissemi-
nation, OMB maintains that the mere
fact that an agency has bothered to
create or collect information is not
itself a valid reason for creating a pro-
gram to disseminate the information
to the public. Maximum reliance on
the private sector is stressed.

OMB states that this is merely an
application of a policy which is stated
on OMB Circular A-76, which is called
A-76 Performance of Commercial Ac-
tivities. Section 8(a) of the same draft
states that the product or the service
must either be required by law or the
product or service, meaning the book
or the pamphlet, must be clearly per-
mitted by law and it must be essential
to the agency in accomplishing its mis-
sion, but OMB will judge what prod-
ucts and what books, what pamphlets,
are essential to the agency for accom-
plishing its mission. The products or
services are not to duplicate similar
products or services that are already
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provided by other governmental or
private sector organizations or can be
reasonably expected to be provided by
them in the absence of dissemination
by this particular agency.

The definitions of information by
the Office of Management and Budget
are as follows: It means any communi-
cation or reception of knowledge, such
as facts, data or opinions, including
numerical, graphic or narrative forms,
whether oral or maintained in any
medium, including computerized data
bases, paper, microfilm, or magnetic
tape. Access to information refers to
the function of providing to members
of the public any information in any
one of these forms. In other words,
the entire information-generating ca-
pacity of the Federal Government is
brought under one umbrella, under
one agency, the Office of Management
and Budget.

The crucial question that I want to
raise is: Should any agency of the Fed-
eral Government have this kind of
power which, in the ultimate, amounts
to the power to censor, and if an
agency of the Federal Government
must have this kind of power, should
it be the Office of Management and
Budget? The primary concern of the
Office of Management and Budget is
to cut costs, a policing function related
to accountability with respect to the
expenditure of funds.

Does that mean that the Office of
Management and Budget is required
to decide who should read what books
produced by which agencies of the
Federal Government?

On the 29th of this month, this
question will be discussed, will be re-
viewed, by one of the subcommittees
of the Committee on Government Op-
erations, the Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Information, Justice, and Ag-
riculture, which will review not only
the telecommunications policies of the
Office of Management and Budget,
but the hearing is also expected on
April 29 to consider the recently issued
Office of Management and Budget cir-
cular on management of Federal infor-
mation resources. This circular has
some provisions that would affect
agency plans for the electronic collec-
tion and dissemination of information.
The draft OMB circular was published
in the Federal Register and comment
has been asked, and the committee
will also forward their deliberations, I
suppose, to the Office of Management
and Budget as a result of that hearing.

In conclusion, the entire apparatus
of the Federal Government with re-
spect to information begins at the
level of the Congress and the White
House because information is a record
of decisions that are made or it is a
record of phenomena observed, and
decisions are made in Washington as
nowhere else, decisions that affect the
entire world. Decisions that are made
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by the President affect the greatest
number of people probably in the
world. Decisions that are made by the
Congress affect a great number of
people.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
BoucHER]. The time of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Owens] has ex-
pired.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I will
conclude in a few minutes. The gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Eckert] the
Republican, also gave me time from
his 1 hour.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman
that that extension cannot be recog-
nized at this time. Under the rules of
the House, the gentleman only has 1
hour.

Mr. OWENS. In conclusion, I would
like to recognize the fact that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. EcKERT]
did offer 1 hour for the discussion of
the Library Services and Construction
Act and National Library Week, and I
want to take note of that fact.

My time is up, but I wanted to note
that fact and thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Eckerr] for
giving me that time and conclude by
saying that it is recommended that
the Federal Government, the Con-
gress, take a more active role in the
review of those policies which are
being made with respect to informa-
tion and library services, and it is too
important for the administration

alone to decide. A nonpartisan com-
mission is necessary to decide exactly

how the information services and the
information materials generated by
the Federal Government will be dis-
seminated and utilized.

® Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, as we
enter National Library Week, I am
pleased that Congress has set aside
this week to honor our libraries. It is
important, not only to acknowledge
our libraries and salute our librarians,
but also to take a closer look at library
services.

The traditional library, as a source
which provides needed books and pub-
lications for citizens, companies, and
other organizations, plays an impor-
tant and well-understood role in our
society. Yet a closer look at libraries
reveals that libraries have assumed
new and exciting roles in this informa-
tion age. Libraries are progressing and
evolving. They are making use of new
technology and are expanding their in-
formation capacities.

In my State of Minnesota, many li-
braries have access to computer sys-
tems and data bases and hence, are
able to conduct basic searches for gen-
eral and specialized information of
almost infinite variety. Searches may
assist in the setting up of small busi-
nesses, exploring careers, reviewing
patent information, retrieving unob-
tainable publications, and even provid-
ing instantaneous medical informa-
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tion, to hospital operating rooms.
Such services enhance economic and
social development. Their use adds
breadth, vitality, and achievement to
the daily lives of our people.

The modernization of our libraries,
through the use of improved commu-
nications and computerization, has
also allowed for the evoluton of a
system of networking and information
exchange between the many different
types of libraries. Public libraries, hos-
pital libraries, school libraries, college/
university libraries, government
agency libraries, and law libraries, are
able to combine resources in order to
offer vast amounts of information by
interlibrary resource sharing.

In my State, Federal library funds
have been well used and there is
strong private-public sector coopera-
tion and sharing of information and
materials. This triumph of coopera-
tion over turf rights is most encourag-
ing. The sharing and availability of
ideas benefits everybody. Resound
sharing is helping our citizens and
Nation to grow.

I commend our library systems and I
thank the people who make them
work. If you haven't visited your local
library lately, drop in and look around.
It changed and it can serve you better.
Modern libraries are every day broad-
ening our horizons in new and unex-
pected ways.@
® Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr.
Speaker, as you may know, 28 years
ago our Nation observed the first Na-
tional Library Week. During this
year's National Library Week, April 14
to 20, it is with the greatest pleasure
and pride that I salute both the pro-
fessionals and community volunteers
who are ever ready to assist those of
us who seek knowledge or pleasure in
books.

I can think of no better time than
when we are commending the service
of our Nation's libraries, to also men-
tion the realities faced by libraries in
our districts as they attempt to pro-
vide information and other services to
the people they serve. After meeting
with several library representatives
from my home State of Arkansas, I
feel even more strongly compelled to
speak out on behalf of our Nation’s li-
brary network.

As information services become the
focal point of our Nation’s progress, li-
braries are confronted head on with
the problem of providing a readily
available, free entrance to the world of
learning. To this end, the Library
Services and Construction Act has
strengthened and assisted local and
statewide planning, coordinated
present services for maximum effec-
tiveness and met the needs of many
sectors of our population for new serv-
ices and facilities. The elimination of
LSCA, as proposed in the fiscal year
1986 budget, would mean that the
progress made in reaching those areas
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without library services or with inad-
equate services would be halted.

I know that LSCA has benefited the
people of Arkansas immeasurably by,
among other things, reaching the el-
derly, handicapped, and shutins with
bookmobile services; providing local
book deposits so that those living in
rural, mountainous areas do not have
to travel into large cities to obtain
reading materials; providing assistance
for serving the deaf; and operating
programs for functional illiterates. I
am happy that our colleagues in the
Senate have at this point agreed to
freeze LSCA at the fiscal year 1985
level, and I strongly urge Congress as
a whole to continue to provide full
funding of LSCA in fiscal year 1986.

Libraries are but one of many groups
that are dependent in large measure
on nonprofit mail and revenue for-
gone. The fiscal year 1986 budget pro-
poses that no money for this postal
subsidy be appropriated. If such a pro-
posal were to be enacted, it would
mean that the library rate has in-
creased a mind boggling 1,243 percent
over the T cents that existed for 2
pounds in 1970, when the Postal
Reform Act was enacted.

Every extra dollar libraries spend on
postage is a dollar less for purchase of
library resources. Libraries on fixed
budgets and their users, especially the
elderly, the handicapped and those in
rural or isolated locations who depend
on library books-by-mail services,
cannot absorb such hefty postal in-
Creases.

Libraries share resources through
the use of such new technologies as
computerized data bases and telecom-
munications. However, the continued
ability of libraries to improve services
through telecommunications has been
severely shaken by a series of private
line tariffs filed over the last year and
a half as a result of the AT&T divesti-
ture. The cost of these tariffs could
represent increases from 50 to 100 per-
cent in user charges. It is doubtful
that any library budget could absorb
such a drastic increase, and therefore
lower rates for library telecommunica-
tions are needed. It is my hope that a
special library rate will be established.

These are but several of the issues
that are threatening the future of our
Nation's library network. As we con-
tinue through the budget process, I
urge my colleagues to keep these reali-
ties and the future of our Nation’s li-
braries in mind. Mr. Speaker, in clos-
ing I would again like to congratulate
all of those librarians and community
volunteers who keep the doors to a
world of learning open.e
® Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, it is a sad
and tragic commentary on the Reagan
administration’s priorities when Mem-
bers of Congress must rise to speak
out against administration proposals
to slash funding for libraries, library
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construction, and library-related serv-
ices. So it is with a sense of urgency
and immediacy that I rise to join my
colleagues in participating in this spe-
cial order on libraries and library
issues.

Libraries are crucial to the well-
being and education of all people. Li-
braries and the services they provide
to all a window to the past, tools for
the present, and guides for the future.
Many civilizations have come and
gone, but their libraries have survived
and from them we have been able to
learn how people lived and worked
thousands of years ago, how they con-
fronted the problems of war and
peace, famine and drought, birth and
death, taxes and reform, justice and
morality. One can say that the issues
confronting civilization have not
changed over thousands of years, be-
cause ancient man’'s problems are the
same as those of modern society.

The administration pays lipservice
to the needs of American education,
but seeks to reduce funding for one of
the cornerstones of that education and
of American society, the public 1li-
brary. The local public library per-
forms vital functions, functions that
are essential for improving education.
Their collections educate the young
and the old, provide tapes and records
for the blind, preserve the daily record
of the Nation's newspapers and maga-
zines, and preserve the history of our
Nation. They present an invaluable re-
source to students and scholars, tech-
nicians and mechanics, farmers and in-

dustrialists and to every segment of

American society. When libraries
close, which would be the result of the
administration’s proposals, America
and her citizens suffer immeasurably.
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
reject the administration’s proposals
to eliminate funding for the fourth
year for the Library Services and Con-
struction Act, to reject their proposal
to eliminate the postal revenue fore-
gone subsidy, and to strongly support
continued Federal aid for library and
library-related issues. America needs
more educated people. We need people
who know how to use the information
available in libraries to accomplish the
kind of things they want to accom-
plish. We need people who have better
skills at every level. The one institu-
tion that supplies education for people
throughout their lives is the public li-
brary, and we cannot afford to let the
administration’s plans to severely cut
back on library services be made law.
In closing, Mr. Speaker, it would do
us well to remember that our libraries
are the respository of our great litera-
ture, and that public libraries are a
vital aspect of a free and democratic
society. One of the first things that
the Nazis did when they came to
power in 1933 was to burn, in a public
ceremony, all literature that did not
conform to Nazi ideology. They de-
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stroyed the function of a free and
public library in society, a function
that calls for the free flow of litera-
ture and the exchange of ideas with-
out fear of persecution and torture for
putting into writing what one has
thought. In America, we happily enjoy
our public libraries, and we should not
endanger their future by eliminating
funding for them.e

® Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard a lot lately about our “na-
tional security” interests. Most of that
talk concerns weapons of destruction
and military assistance overseas.

But if we are truly concerned about
our national security, we will look to
the strength of our people at home.
And a good indication of that strength
is the ability of our children to cope
with the information explosion that
has taken place during our lifetimes.
Through technology and widespread
communications networks, we have
access to books, records, tapes and
other vehicles of education that were
unheard of even 25 years ago.

This week, we celebrate one of the
most important institutions in making
that information available to all our
people—the libraries. Through their
dedication to excellence and to equal
access to information, libraries and
the staff who maintain them provide a
unique and irreplaceable service to the
communities across our country.

Without libraries, access to this new
information would be restricted to
those who had the time, money and
commitment to seek out and purchase
the materials. With the libraries,
every family in the United States—
whether rich or poor, large or small—
can enrich their lives through reading,
listening or viewing.

I join with my colleagues in saluting
the libraries of America, and the li-
brarians and others who bring life to
those institutions through their exper-
tise and concern for knowledge.®
@ Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
join my colleague, Major OWENS, in
his special order to focus attention on
the fourth consecutive Reagan budget
proposal which attempts to eliminate
funding for the Library Reconstruc-
tion Act and other library services and
programs.

In New York State alone, the enact-
ment of the fiscal year 1986 library
recommendations would result in re-
ductions and eliminations of essential
library services such as: Circulation
and research functions; Federal grants
used to maintain artifacts; operation
support systems and; computerization
of expanding information networks.

The deficit created by this adminis-
tration is causing unfair and ultimate-
ly damaging budget priorities for this
country. Alternate deficit reduction
initiatives must be proposed, but eradi-
cating the traditional functions of our
cities public libraries is not a solution.
Educational enrichment translates
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into limitless educational opportuni-
ties. We cannot allow the special role
of the public library system to falter:
It is a valuable instructional and re-
search center. Computer literacy,
second language education and serv-
ices for the disabled are key to ad-
vancement of millions of Americans.

The public library system helps to
create an informed and knowledgeable
society. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port funding at the fiscal year 1985
levels for our public libraries nation-
wide.®
® Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I am
rising to voice my opposition to the ad-
ministration’s proposal to cut library
funding.

As usual, the administration has got
its priorities backwards. This Congress
is being asked to approve more than
$300 billion for next year’s defense
budget. What the administration is
failing to recognize, is that the defense
of this country begins with an educat-
ed populace.

Our strength in the future, will rely
heavily on our ability to maintain a
technological advantage over our ad-
versaries. Increasingly, we will require
educated men and women not just for
research and development, but to op-
erate the sophisticated weapons of to-
morrow.

A strong public library system
should be among the cornerstones of
our educational system. As all aspects
of our society become more dependent
on high technology, our need for
public and research libraries will con-
tinue to grow. I believe it is very short-
sighted to try to balance the budget by
cutting library funding. We are al-
ready spending less than we should in
this area. If we cannot increase fund-
ing, we should at least have the good
sense to leave this part of the budget
alone.@
® Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday, many of us had
the opportunity to meet with librar-
ians from our districts who were here
in Washington to inform their repre-
sentatives of the effects of various ad-
ministration budget proposals on the
Nation's libraries.

During the past 4 years we have seen
many shortsighted approaches to re-
ducing the deficit, but it strikes me
that the administration’s repeated at-
tempts to balance the budget by re-
ducing support for libraries is among
the most foolhardy. Libraries are a
priceless national resource. They pro-
vide millions of our citizens with the
opportunity to educate themselves, to
expand their cultural horizons, or to
just have a relaxing evening with a
good book.

They are an integral part of the
social life of our communities. In my
own congressional district on Long
Island, libraries are vital social cen-
ters. Very often I hold my town meet-
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ings in local libraries, and I can attest
to the fact that the libraries are a nat-
ural meeting place for all groups
within the community. That is why
the administration’s proposal to elimi-
nate the Library Services and Con-
struction Act strikes at the heart of
villages and towns across the country.
In the past, Congress has rejected this
proposal, and 1 am confident, Mr.
Speaker, that we will once again be
wise enough to see through the false
appeals to fiscal austerity and approve
renewed funding for this important
legislation. As a member of the Budget
Committee I will support adequate
funding for the full range of library
services.

I would like to commend my col-
league from New York, Congressman
Masor OweNns, for organizing this spe-
cial order. Mr. Owens, who was him-
self a librarian, has been a strong de-
fender of library programs and under-
stands clearly the important role they
play in our community.e
® Mr. MRAZEEK. Mr. Speaker, a great
nation is dependent upon an educated
and informed citizenry. It is quite nat-
ural, therefore, that over the years,
our Government has made a genuine
and sincere commitment to the preser-
vation and expansion of our public li-
brary system. This year, however, this
commitment is in jeopardy. This year,
the Federal budget includes no fund-
ing for our public libraries. This is
WIOng.

Public libraries are the cornerstone,
the foundation and the support beams
of our educational system. Without ac-
cessible, viable, up-to-date libraries, we
weaken the entire structure of our so-
ciety.

Federal funds for libraries represent
only a small portion of a library’s op-
erating expenditures but these funds
are critical for prototype and special
programs. Federal funds, combined
with State and local support, have re-
sulted in a 30-year local-State-Federal
partnership guaranteeing lifelong
learning opportunities for our people,
research and development information
for our industries, and quality educa-
tion for our young.

This week, the week of April 14-20,
1985, is National Library Week. It is
appropriate at this time that we reaf-
firm our commitment to one of our so-
ciety's noblest institutions, the public
library.

I call on my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to unite and vigorously
support the funding of the Library
Services and Construction Act and the
Higher Education Act Title II.

As a nation, we must demand excel-
lence in our educational institutions
and in our public libraries. If we fail
the task of providing our citizenry
with the best of all possible learning
centers, we will fail as a people. But if
we succeed—the possibilities are end-
less.@
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@ Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, the
future of our great country lies with
its children. If the United States is to
grow and prosper we need to provide
good educational programs for our
children. Research has shown that ex-
posure to books at an early age is im-
portant for reading and later school
success. Children who use their public
libraries tend to do better in school.
Public libraries are playing a vital role
in this area by encouraging parents to
read to their children and by providing
stimulating programming for children
to demonstrate the joys to be found in
books. Library Services and Construc-
tion Act funds have been to hire chil-
dren’s librarians and to develop pilot
projects. These demonstration proj-
ects have proven to be the most effec-
tive way to show local officials the
benefits of improved library services
for children and the need to provide
for them with local funding. Libraries
in South Carolina have had marked
success in using LSCA funds to stimu-
late local support.e

® Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleagues today in
recognizing the significant contribu-
tions of public libraries. Our com-
ments today are in honor of National
Library Week, which recognizes the
vital services provided by libraries.

In my congressional district, which
is largely rural, people rely heavily on
the services provided by our rural li-
braries. Public libraries provide not
only books and publications, but they
join with local governments and edu-
cational institutions to provide various
community services. In many cases,
the library serves the role of a commu-
nity center.

For example, libraries in South
Carolina have undertaken an exten-
sive program to combat illiteracy. Ac-
cording to recent estimates, 20 percent
of all Americans are functionally illit-
erate and 75 percent of the unem-
ployed have inadequate reading and
writing skills. In many areas in South
Carolina, one-third of our citizens lack
the basic literacy skills needed to meet
the requirements of adult living.

To address this problem, public li-
braries in my State, with assistance
provided under the Library Services
and Construction Act Amendments of
1984, have supported projects that
now provide tutoring in reading and
writing to some 2,203 adults—a 41-per-
cent increase since last year. In my
home county of York, our public li-
brary has sponsored an innovative
project to reach first graders with
reading problems. I commend our li-
braries for their efforts to meet this
critical need.

Our libraries are the repositories of
some of our greatest cultural achieve-
ments and they provide an invaluable
public service. They make the written
words of our civilization available to
our people and they help to cultivate
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our capacity and interest for reading
and learning. I am pleased to join my
colleagues in paying tribute to the sig-
nificant and enduring contribution
made by our public libraries.@

@ Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of our Nation's vast
library system. In Minnesota alone, we
have 330 public libraries and 30 mobile
libraries serving nearly 4 million
people in addition to numerous other
academic, college, and vocational tech-
nical libraries throughout the State.

We are reminded of our Nation's im-
pressive array of information dissemi-
nation services during this our 28th
annual observance of National Library
Week. We are also reminded that once
again we must wage a battle against
the administration’s proposal to zero
out funding for library programs cov-
ered under both the Library Services
and Construction Act and the Higher
Education Act. For the fourth consec-
utive year, the President has request-
ed no funding for these programs.

The impact of such a proposal would
be devastating to our Nation’s library
system. In an ever changing society as
ours, the broad education provided by
libraries is important both because of
what it contributes to one's career
goals, as well as because of the value
that it adds to the quality of our lives.

The services provided by libraries
range from making available the daily
newspaper to neighborhood residents
to supplying information necessary for
the completion of a research project. I
know from my experience as a teacher
that in our schools’ libraries, students
learn how to locate, organize and use
information that will expand their ho-
rizons and raise their self-expecta-
tions. Our public libraries assist small
businesses and other industries by en-
suring adequate sources of informa-
tion that will allow them to expand
their operations.

Adequate funding is necessary to
provide for sufficient numbers of
books, audiovisual materials, maga-
zines, computer software, and other
materials that will ensure that an ade-
quate supply of information is avail-
able to those in all walks of life.

I would like to thank my colleague
Mr. Owens for arranging this special
order and I would like to thank our li-
brarians across the country for their
service and dedication to this worthy
program which provides a vast array
of information to those in our socie-
ty.e
® Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
commend my colleague from New
York [Mr. Owens] for asking for this
special order to commemorate Nation-
al Libraries Week. Libraries have con-
sistently served communities through-
out the country not simply as deposi-
taries of literature, but also as impor-
tant components in maintaining and
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improving the standard of living in the
neighborhoods of this Nation.

I would like to inform my colleagues
of an exemplary library located in the
Corona-East Elmhurst section of my
congressional district in Queens
County, NY. The Langston Hughes Li-
brary and Cultural Center is a special
project of the Queens Borough Public
Library, funded by the Library Serv-
ices and Construction Act. Named for
Langston Hughes, a black American
writer who was able to transcend dif-
ferent forms of literature to portray
the many facets of black life in this
Nation, this unique institution is
under the direction of a community
board of directors and is staffed by
community residents.

The Langston Hughes Library
opened its doors on Corona-East Elm-
hurst in April 1969. The community
demanded the library, fought for it,
and the residents of the area have
worked for over a decade to maintain
it. The library was designed to meet
the special needs of the neighborhood
by providing necessary educational
services to an economically disadvan-
taged area. Due to the unique charac-
teristics of this community resource
center, Langston Hughes has offered a
full range of services, including tutori-
al and remedial assistance for school-
children, a community referral service,
a.ind varied cultural events and activi-
ties.

Mr. Speaker, the Langston Hughes
Library is a special place in Queens. It
is a model of excellence in community
responsibility, and a jewel in our Na-
tion's library system. It is important to
note the achievements of this praise-
worthy organization, and the individ-
uals who contribute so much to their
community, so others may emulate
them. I ask the Members of the Con-
gress of the United States to join me
in congratulating the Langston
Hughes Community Library and Cul-
tural Center and its fine officers:
Andrew P. Jackson, executive director;
Rodney Lee, curator of black heritage;
Jack Harris, director of cultural arts;
Grace Holmes, director of the Home-
work Assistance Program; Una Grant,
coordinator of information and refer-
ral services, Grace V. Lawrence, chair-
person of the Library Action Commit-
tee; and Gale Jackson and Carl
Rogers, Librarians.e
® Mr. DERRICEK. Mr. Speaker, public
libraries throughout South Carolina
are experiencing growth in book col-
lections and in programs. Unfortu-
nately, many of our library buildings
are not sufficiently large or modern
enough to accommodate this growth.
The jobs bill in fiscal year 1983 en-
abled the South Carolina State Li-
brary to assist 11 public libraries in
construction projects, including one in
my hometown of Edgefield, SC. Fiscal
year 1985 Library Services and Con-
struction Act funds will enable three
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or four libraries to proceed with build-
ing plans. However, this is just the tip
of the iceberg.

A recent survey by the South Caroli-
na State Library indicates a need for
at least 136 public library building
projects, which include new buildings,
expansion of existing buildings, or ren-
ovations for handicapped accessibility,
energy efficiency, or to accommodate
new technologies. LSCA funds are a
small share of the total costs of con-
struction, but it has proved to be the
carrot needed to encourage local fund-
ing activity.

Libraries are the key component in
the enhancement of the educational
level of citizens across the Nation. I
am delighted that this time has been
set aside to give national recognition
to the library system.e
® Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
first like to commend my distin-
guished colleague from New York,
Masor OweNs, for organizing this spe-
cial order today during National Li-
brary Week. As we are in the midst of
saluting the National Library Associa-
tion, it is an opportune time to think
about our national priorities and ex-
amine how libraries are affected under
the administration’s budget proposals.

Yesterday, I was visited by constitu-
ents representing libraries in my dis-
trict. They handed me a copy of a
letter signed by President Reagan
commemorating National Library
Week. In that letter the President
states that we must help our children
discover the treasures to be found in
our Nation’s libraries. The President
also states that the open doors of our
Nation’s libraries ‘“Beckon all to
enter.” I am shocked that a President
who could make these statements
would propose a budget that would ef-
fectively limit our children’s access to
those treasures and which will do ir-
revocable damage to our libraries’ col-
lections.

Mr. Speaker, the administration’s
budget requests zero funding for pro-
grams vital to our libraries. No fund-
ing has been requested for the Library
Services and Construction Act. Title I
grants of this act enable libraries to
serve disadvantaged citizens who
would otherwise be denied access to li-
brary services enjoyed by others. Title
II of this act provides grants to help
provide adequate library facilities.
Title III provides important moneys
for the planning, establishment, and
operation of cooperative networks for
libraries at all levels. The administra-
tion has also axed funding that is vital
for our universities to maintain and
improve their collections. Perhaps our
President does not really mean that all
should have access. How can the Presi-
dent on the one hand commend librar-
ies, their users, and librarians, but on
the other hand condemn the future of
our libraries.

8251

Mr. Speaker, these Federal programs
are very important for my constitu-
ents. As of June 1984, there were
207,141 registered borrowers at the 12
libraries in my district. From July 1983
to June 1984, over 1 million books
were loaned out to readers in the
Ninth Congressional District. In 1984-
85, the Library Services and Construe-
tion Act and Higher Education Act
funds provided $8.6 million to New
York's libraries. Although this money
provides only 2 percent of library op-
erating expenditures in New York
State, these funds are critical. The
programs funded by these Federal
grants allow our libraries to reach out
to people they would not otherwise be
able to serve.

There is a very special library in
Queens, the Langston Hughes Com-
munity Library and Cultural Center,
which is used by many of my constitu-
ents. This unique library was designed
to meet the special library needs of an
economically disadvantaged area and
is governed by a community board of
directors made up of volunteers of the
community. The library’s black herit-
age reference center provides one of
the city's largest circulating book col-
lection of black heritage reading mate-
rials. This special library meets the
needs of the community by providing
tutorial services, community informa-
tion, cultural events, and activities.
The Langston Hughes Library has
become a model and has been visited
and studied by librarians, educators,
and students from all parts of the
country. The library depends on fund-
ing from the Library Services and
Construction Act. Without these im-
portant funds, the excellence and the
very existence of the library is threat-
ened.

Mr. Speaker, the Nation's libraries
allow our citizens to grow, to learn,
and to expand their knowledge. Our
Founding Fathers recognized the im-
portance of an educated populace. In
fact, Benjamin Franklin established
the first public library.

I urge my colleagues to carefully ex-
amine the administration’s proposals
which threaten to undermine a tradi-
tion of support for public libraries. As
part of my celebration of National Li-
brary Week, I pledge my support for
the programs which allow Americans
of all ages, from all walks of life, to
enjoy the riches that are to be found
in our Nation's libraries.e®
® Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, this week
has been set aside to acknowledge the
importance of libraries in all aspects
of our lives. National Library Week is
being celebrated across the country
from Sunday, April 14 to Saturday,
April 20, 1985.

Our Founding Fathers were clear,
from the very beginning that broad
access to information was essential to
the success of the American democrat-
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ic experiment. A quote from James
Madison is no less apt today:

Knowledge will forever govern ignorance.
And, a people who mean to be their own go-
vernours, must arm themselves with the
power which knowledge gives. A popular
government without popular lnrormstlon,
or the means of acquiring it, is but a pro-
logue to a farce or a tragedy; or perhaps
both.

Today, our country is at a critical
juncture in assuring adequate access
to information. The technologies
through which we communicate are
changing at an unprecedented pace.
The organization of communication
services and industries, such as our
public libraries, is also undergoing rad-
ical revision. And our capacity to keep
up with these rapid advancements has
been steadily eroded by an administra-
tion whose priorities do not include
the free and widespread access to in-
formation envisioned by our forefa-
thers.

The President's fiscal year 1986
budget includes the termination of all
Federal support for public libraries.
Dollars which have traditionally been
used to support special services such
as programs for illiterate adults, talk-
ing books, braille manuscripts for the
blind, and outreach services to handi-
capped citizens, orphanages, and pris-
ons are in danger of total elimination.
Elimination of financial support for
our libraries will further weaken a cru-
cial link on our Nation's information
network.

Specific effects of the Reagan ad-
ministration’s current proposals in-
clude:

The elimination of the 4th class li-
brary postage rate and free postage
for the blind and handicapped.

The reduction of library services for
approximately 15,000 people in each
State.

The termination of outreach services
for 8 million people who are home-
bound or confined to orphanages, hos-
pitals and prisons.

The discontinuation of special pro-
grams for blind and handicapped citi-
zens who are virtually totally depend-
ent upon public libraries for informa-
tion.

We cannot afford the cost of such
proposals if we mean truly to govern
ourselves. During National Library
Week, we should reflect upon the
power of knowledge and its value to
the continued success of the ‘“demo-
cratic experiment” we embarked upon
over 200 years ago.@
® Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, today, in
the midst of National Library Week, I
feel it appropriate that we take the
opportunity to salute the timeless
services that out libraries provide for
us. Knowledge, as the foundation of
any stable, rational society, is not a
value that depreciates with age. It is a
value that should, and must, be active-
ly pursued; and as institutions devoted
to the task of spreading and increasing
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knowledge, our libraries have per-
formed admirably in this regard.

I am proud to report that the librar-
ies of my district have instituted com-
munity programs that have made
sources of learning available to more
people than ever before. Some of these
programs include federally funded
workshops designed to call peoples’ at-
tention to the traumas of Alzheimer’s
disease; a book accessibility program
which provides books for preschoolers,
invalids, and individuals experiencing
reading difficulties; and a drive to
computerize and implement a state-
wide library card system that would
make most collections open to any Illi-
nois resident. In addition, the Cham-
paign Public Library acts as an infor-
mation finder for smaller businesses in
the area, providing newly emerging
businesses with market and loan infor-
mation.

A desire to learn begins with one’s
exposure to the repositories of knowl-
edge. Clearly, the libraries of Illinois
remain steadfastly committed to this
fundamental precept and to the ideals
s0 nobly represented by National Li-
brary Week.@

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to commend my colleague from
New York, Mr. OweNs, for his leader-
ship in sponsoring this special order.
The services provided by our Nation's
libraries have proved to be of unparal-
leled public benefit and deserve our
continued support. There a number of
issues before us in this Congress which
have a particular impact on libraries,
and they must receive appropriate
consideration.

First and foremost is the issue of
funding for libraries. Last year we re-
authorized the Library Services and
Construction Act [LSCA] through
1989, demonstrating bipartisan sup-
port for this act. Although the admin-
istration has proposed elimination of
these funds, we in Congress have rec-
ognized the tremendous contribution
our libraries continue to make. The li-
brary is an integral part of our educa-
tional system and is as central to our
communities as our schools and super-
markets. Libraries serve the very
young and very old, and all of those in
between. In addition, they meet the
needs of special constituencies, such as
the blind and other physically dis-
abled, who might endure the greatest
loss if funding were eliminated.

In New York, the LSCA supports
vital services provided by the New
York Public Library. The Special Serv-
ice Programs, which receive funding
under the act serve not only my dis-
trict and the rest of Manhattan, but
also the Bronx and Staten Island.
Among the services supported in New
York are those provided by the Li-
brary for the Blind and Physically
Handicapped, which serve these three
boroughs plus Queens, Brooklyn, and
all of Long Island. In addition, the
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LSCA supports numerous urban li-
brary programs. These include job in-
formation centers, which provide in-
formation on career opportunities and
techniques for finding employment.
The literacy centers, which have a
waiting list at all times, enable trained
volunteers to tutor illiterate adults on
a one-to-one basis. Learners’ advisory
centers, which also receive funding
under the act, provide educational and
career guidance for adults and teen-
agers. The LSCA also supports out-
reach projects, which provide services
to disadvantaged and ethnic groups
and have proved of tremendous bene-
fit to minorities. Further, the commu-
nity information services and directo-
ry, another urban library program,
provides updated information on local
and citywide services in every neigh-
borhood branch of the library.

Of equal importance is funding for
research library resources. These li-
braries preserve our Nation’s heritage
by maintaining collections which
might not be preserved were these
funds not available. The 26 million
books, manuscripts, newspapers, peri-
odicals, maps, prints, photographs,
musical scores and other materials
available through the New York
Public Library’s research libraries are
used by 1% million people annually.
Over 350,000 of these users come from
outside New York City and 150,000
visit from outside the State. The li-
brary makes these resources available
to other institutions around the world
through its cooperative programs.
Only by devoting considerable re-
sources to preservation and conserva-
tion programs is the New York Public
Library able to maintain these invalu-
able collections.

Clearly, continued support for li-
brary services appropriations is essen-
tial if we are to maintain these educa-
tional and social services in our com-
munities and preserve many of our
historical resources throughout the
Nation. However, these are not the
only issues before us which affect 1i-
braries. Of great concern is the reve-
nue forgone postal subsidy. Libraries
are not the only beneficiaries of this
important appropriation. The blind
and handicapped, as well as other non-
profit organizations which benefit the
public, all depend on lower postal
rates. Eliminating this subsidy would
critically impair the ability of libraries
to distribute educational and informa-
tional material to the public, a vital
part of their service. The Postal Serv-
ice estimates that a fiscal year 1986
appropriation of $981 million is re-
quired to maintain subsidized postal
rates at current levels. If the revenue
forgone postal subsidy is eliminated,
our libraries would have to devote to
postage, money now spent on books
and other library resources.
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Our country’s libraries also receive
vital resources through the Public Li-
braries Program at the National En-
dowment for the Humanities. Contin-
ued support for the Endowment, and
the Public Libraries Program in par-
ticular, is vital to meeting our librar-
ies’ needs.

We are grappling with the issue of
growing budget deficits, and this will
force us to make some difficult choices
this year. However, reducing support
for our Nation’s libraries would do a
great disservice to the American
public, especially children, the elderly
and disabled. Clearly, there are other
portions of the budget which can be
reduced, and they would make a great-
er dent in the deficit while doing far
less harm than cutting the funds
;vhlch are so important to our librar-
es.@
® Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr. Speaker, the Nation’s libraries
provide a vital resource for our popu-
lation. They are one of our first lines
of defense, for they protect our citi-
zens from ignorance, illiteracy, and
isolation. They help to insure that our
country does not fall behind in the
most vital race of all—the race for
knowledge, which helps us maintain
our competitive position in the world.

Clearly, the President does not un-
derstand the importance of the need
for this type of defense, for once again
he is attempting to undermine the
fiscal viability of this country’s librar-
ies. His most recent budget proposal
calls for eliminating all funds for both
the Library Services and Construction
Act and title II of the Higher Educa-
tion Act. He has made similar propos-
als in the past. Such cuts would be ex-
tremely harmful to the State of Con-
necticut which I represent; of the
$7.858 million administered by the
Connecticut State Library, $1.676 mil-
lion are provided by the Library Serv-
ices and Construction Act.

These funds, along with matching
State moneys, are used to provide both
basic library services and to fund spe-
cial programs through grants. The
special programs funded recently in
the Third District of Connecticut,
which I represent, have made an enor-
mous contribution to the life of the
community. Among these projects are:

The After School Program for Chil-
dren on Their Own in West Haven,
which provides library and educational
programs for latchkey children, both
in the library and in their homes.

The How Two’s and Three's View
Program in New Haven, which ac-
quires books and films, and provides
educational experiences, for young
preschool children.

The Materials for Patient/Inmate
Libraries Program which operates
within New Haven and provides read-
ing materials for those confined to
mental institutions.
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The Foreign Language Materials
Program, operating in West Haven,
purchases materials in foreign lan-
guages appropriate to the needs of
this community.

The LEAP Program, operated
through the Southern Connecticut Li-
brary Council in Hamden, which
brings the latest computer technology
to the region for the purpose of facili-
tating the location of library materials
for use in interlibrary loans.

Mr. Speaker, from the above list of
special projects in Connecticut’s Third
District, it is clear that libraries are
moving into areas beyond their tradi-
tional boundaries. This trend is to be
applauded. We in Congress must do all
that we can to ensure that it contin-
ues, and that the more traditional pro-
grams of the library, which are so im-
portant to the education and enrich-
ment of our population of all ages,
flourish. We must hold to the belief
that national defense means more
than military security; it means an
educated, well-read population with
the resources to expand its horizons as
well.e
® Ms. KEAPTUR. Mr Speaker, over 30
years ago, the renowned nuclear scien-
tist, J. Robert Oppenheimer, said:

The open society, the unrestricted access
to knowledge . . . these are what make a
vast, complex, evermore specialized, techno-
logical world, nevertheless, a human com-
munity.

Our Nation’s libraries play a major
role in providing that unlimited access
to knowledge which creates our
human community. And libraries serve
as important cornerstones of democra-
¢y in building critical thought and
freedom of inquiry.

In my district alone, there are 30 li-
braries serving schools, universities,
and the general public. Eight of these
libraries participate in a regional pro-
gram providing reference assistance,
books, and audio-visual materials to
citizens of several counties. Last year,
Toledo, OH, was deemed to be the
fourth best read city in the Nation
based on use of public libraries as
listed in “The Book of American City
Rankings.” All of us in Ohio's Ninth
District are proud of our libraries and
the many services they provide to our
citizens.

But in today’s budgetary climate, li-
braries are threatened with the elimi-
nation of vital Federal funds. This will
severely limit their ability to serve as
public sources of information, knowl-
edge, and understanding of our world.
Among the fiscal year 1986 budget rec-
ommendations are proposals to elimi-
nate funding for the fourth year of
the Library Services and Construction
Act—even though Congress reauthor-
ized the LSCA for 5 years last fall. Li-
brary grant programs under title II of
the Higher Education Act have also
been targeted for removal. The pro-
posed elimination of postal subsidies
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will increase the costs to libraries that
mail books and materials to the blind
and physically disabled. For Ohio,
these devastating reductions would
amount to over $11 million in lost
services to the illiterate, the disadvan-
taged and older Americans, funds for
construction and renovation of librar-
ies, support for resource sharing and
postal service for materials to the
blind and handicapped.

Thomas Jefferson, who recognized
the importance of libraries by donat-
ing his collection to the Nation after
the British burned the Library of Con-
gress in 1814, said, “Enlighten the
people generally, and tyranny and op-
pressions of body and mind will vanish
like evil spirits at dawn of day.” Let us
be thankful for our libraries which
enable the light of knowledge to be
shed for all.e

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
subject of my special order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

0O 1550

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. GonzaLEz] and I
be allowed to switch our positions in
the roster today, and that I be allowed
to proceed with my special order at
this time and that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. GonNzaLEz] may take my
place on the roster.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY
INCONSISTENCIES

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express my appreciation to my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GonzarLez], for allowing me to
proceed at this point, and he will pro-
ceed a little bit later on.

Another gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Leranp] and I have jointly requested
this special order because we are very
troubled by a very fundamental incon-
sistency in American foreign policy.
We have a situation in the world in
which the administration tells us we
must, as a matter of high national
policy, continue to finance a body of
revolutionaries in Nicaragua.

People on both sides are being killed.
I am not here to talk particularly
about atrocities by one side or the
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other because the relevant point is
that that sort of atrocity, the killing
of people who volunteer to fight, the
killing of innocent people, the destrue-
tion of property, and the wounding of
small children, is unfortunately in our
modern age inevitable when people
resort to war. That is not an argument
for pacifism. It is an argument for, not
easily but for purely political reasons,
precipitating a war or financing a war.
So we have to look, I think, very care-
fully at what the justification is for
this country continuing to finance a
war in Nicaragua in which people get
killed.

Well, the administration tells us
that that war has got to continue until
the Nicaraguan Government, in the el-
egant diplomatic phrase that our
President chose to use—no doubt bor-
rowed from Metternich or one of the
19th century diplomatists—as the
President said, must “cry uncle.” Well,
on what must they “cry uncle”? What
must they concede to our President to
get him to agree that it is not a sensi-
ble use of American tax dollars for us
to continue to fight this revolution or
to finance it?

Well, he says, they must be demo-
cratic, they must have free elections,
they must treat their people in a civil-
ized fashion. They are told that “if
you don't treat your people in a civil-
ized fashion, you can't presumbly
expect America not to make war on
you."

Here is what we have from the Presi-
dent on July 18, 1984; these were the
remarks of a participant of the White
House outreach group, and the Presi-
dent said:

If the Sandinistas want cooperation and
friendship from the civilized world, then
they can start by treating their own citizens
in a civilized manner. A substantial part of
the justification for making war in Nicara-
gua is that the people of Nicaragua are not
given full democratic liberties.

That is what the President said. He
has set several conditions which he
says they have to agree to if we are to
stop financing a war against them:
First, they have to stop being a surro-
gate for the Soviet Union and Cuba,;
second, they must reduce their armed
forces, which are now 100,000, they
must reduce to a level comparable to
those of their neighbors. The current
imbalance, we are told, is incompatible
with regional stability; third, they
must stop support for insurgents and
terrorists in other countries nearby;
and fourth, the Sandinistas must live
up to their commitment to democratic
pluralism made to the OAS in 1979.
The internal opposition is entitled to
participate in the political process of
the country.

All right, there are four conditions.
First, they have to stop being a surro-
gate for the Soviet Union and Cuba,
but that is really an overstatement for
the other three. Then they must not
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have an armed force which is dispro-
portionate to others in the region;
they must stop supporting terrorists
and armed insurgents elsewhere in
their region; and they must treat their
country's people democratically. If
not, the President says, we will make
war on them; we will use American tax
dollars to finance this very bloody kill-
ing on both sides.

Well, I looked at these conditions,
Mr. Speaker. They had a certain fa-
miliarity to them. Let us think about
another country which has an armed
force very disproportionate to any-
body else in its region, larger than
almost anybody else in the region com-
bined. Let us look at one which has
troops in fact in other countries and
which is actively supporting armed in-
surgencies against other international-
ly recognized governments, and let us
look at one that is as repressive to the
majority of its people as any govern-
ment in the world—South Africa. One
would have naively thought, looking
at the Reagan administration’s crite-
rion for one where we finance revolu-
tions, that South Africa would have
been high on the list. By almost every
criterion given here about Nicaragua,
the South Africans are far worse.

Does anybody think that I am disap-
pointed in and critical of the Sandi-
nista regime’s failure to live up to
promises that were made for full de-
mocractic rights for their people? Un-
fortunately, many governments in the
world fall short of that. The problem
is, what is the best way to respond to
that?

Now, with regard to South Africa—
and let me say, having said that I wish
the Sandinistas had lived up to demo-
cratic principles better than they did—
no one could seriously contend the ab-
solute denial of basic humanity, which
is the lot of the majority of the people
of South Africa, the black majority,
and no one could deny that they are
treated by their government in a far
more repressive fashion and a far less
democratic fashion than the people in
Nicaragua. It is simply hypocrisy to
argue that we are so offended by the
censorship of La Prensa in Managua—
and I deplore that censorship—that we
must finance a revolution against the
government that censors it, but we can
be the best friend in the world to the
Government of South Africa. Because
that is what we are.

There is a glaring inconsistency in
the policies of the administration re-
garding Nicaragua and South Africa.
To be South Africa’s best friend, to
preach constructive engagement, to
support South Africa at the United
Nations against others who would con-
demn it, to be even more than our
Western allies the friend of South
Africa makes it very difficult to have
anyone believe that this administra-
tion is really motivated by a concern
over democracy within Nicaragua.
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Here is what he said in July, 1984:

If the Sandinistas want cooperation and
friendship from the civilized world, then
they can start by treating their own citizens
in a civilized manner.

What are we told about South
Africa? Well, here is what we are told
about South Africa by Assistant Secre-
tary of State Elliott Abrams. He is the
human rights specialist of this admin-
istration. They do not like what South
Africa does, but he said, in September
of 1984, and I begin to quote:

But we must recognize we are dealing with
another sovereign nation and, by no means,
the only country in the world to abuse
human rights. We cannot dictate to that na-
tion's leaders how to conduct their internal
affairs, but we certainly can and do offer
our own reactions to what we see.

To the brutal regime of South
Africa, repressing its black majority as
badly as any human beings on this
Earth are mistreated, we must remem-
ber that we are dealing with a sover-
eign nation and we cannot dictate to
them how to conduct their internal af-
fairs. To the people of Nicaragua, we
can say to them, “We will make war
on you until you have elections we
like,” because that is one of the condi-
tions, and as I read the President’s
proposal for which he wants to get our
approval, all of them have to be satis-
fied. The Nicaraguan Government has
to cancel the elections they had and
have new elections, and that is a con-
dition. That is a condition for us. We
are not talking now, by the way, about
giving aid to Nicaragua. We are not
talking about any form of cooperation.

Secretary Shultz says we will contin-
ue to pay people to shoot people in
Nicaragua until they have elections
that we think are fully OK, but with
regard to the absolute repression in
South Africa, well, that is a sovereign
nation, and we cannot interfere.

The hypocrisy is overwhelming, and
we are here—and I am about to yield
to my friend, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. LerLanp]l—to drive that
home. We cannot consistently talk
about the sorts of policies that this ad-
ministration has in Nicaragua and
South Africa and make any sense of
them.

We are told, with regard to South
Africa, “constructive engagement.”
Let me read one more suggestion, the
next time you hear the President say
that Nicaragua must ‘“cry uncle.”
Among the things they must “cry
uncle,” they must live up to our ver-
sion of democracy. I wish they did. I
wish that every country in the world
did, the Philippines, South Korea, and
the People’s Republic of China.

I think the President is right to have
a rapprochement with the People's
Republic of China, but let us not con-
fuse the Chinese Politburo with the
American Civil Liberties Union or even
the Republican National Committee.
This is no great “gang of democrats,”
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but it is OK with the People’s Repub-
lic of China. It is hypocrisy to pretend
that internal democracy or its lack in
Nicaragua has anything to do with it.

Here is what the President said
about South Africa. This was in De-
cember 1984.

If you are practicing quiet diplomacy, you
cannot talk about it or it won't be quiet any-
more.

There is a brilliance here we have
not fully appreciated in this man's
subtlety.

And then he says:

I have always believed that it is counter-
productive for one country to splash itself
all over the headlines demanding that an-
other government do something because
that other government is then put in an
almost impossible political position.

He thinks it is tactically unwise to
demand that the South African Gov-
ernment stop shooting down innocent
black South Africans who are protest-
ing their repression, but he can insist
that the Nicaraguan Government “cry
uncle” about internal democratic pro-
ceedings or else we will pay people to
go and make war on them.

Mr. Speaker, I will now yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
LELAND].

0 1600

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. I also
want to say I truly appreciate the gen-
tleman’s wisdom as well as his leader-
ship on this matter. The gentleman
and I discussed just the other day the
contradictions and hypocrisy that the
Reagan administration has espoused.
We are truly disturbed by those con-
tradictions.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday Secretary of
State George Shultz said of U.S. policy
toward South Africa, “We must not
stand by and throw American matches
on the emotional tinder of the region.”

Earlier, he had stated:

The only course consistent with American
values is to engage ourselves as a force for
constructive peaceful change. It is not our
business to cheer on, from the sidelines, the
forces of polarization that could erupt in a
race war; it is not our job to exacerbate
hardship, which could lead to the same
result.

Yet, the Reagan administration has
chosen to do just that—throw Ameri-
can matches on the emotional tinder—
in its Central American policy.

The blitz and hype surrounding the
President’s request for aid for the
Contras in Nicaragua and his call for
the continuation of the worthless
policy of constructive engagement for
South Africa highlight the inconsist-
ency and hypocrisy which the Presi-
dent has time and time again demon-
strated in his foreign policy.

The President has equated the Con-
tras in Nicaragua to our great Nation’s
Founding Fathers—true democrats. He
continually refers to them as freedom
fighters, as opposed to Contras, and is
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ernestly setting out to convince the
American public and Congress that
these “freedom fighters” are groups of
peasants, farmers, small businessmen
and others disillusioned with the San-
danista Government who desperately
seek a free and democratic Nicaragua.

I cannot understand how the Presi-
dent can justify calling a band of men
and women whose hallmarks are rape,
pillage, kidnaping, and murder free-
dom fighters. How did the President
come to the conclusion that the Con-
tras are made up primarily of humble
Nicaraguans disillusioned with the rev-
olution? It is a known fact that the
largest group of Contras is made up of
former national guardsmen from the
Brutal Somoza regime. The brutalities
executed by the guardsmen under
Somoza caused Nicaraguans en masse
to rise against the government. How
can then can President Reagan claim
that the majority of Nicaraguans now
support these same people who inflict-
ed such atrocities on them earlier?

The President continues to claim
that we have a moral obligation to
help these terrorists in the name of
democracy.

Let’s turn to another region now,
South Africa. The conflict in South
Africa has received almost as much
publicity as the conflict in Nicaragua
lately. And the conflicts in both coun-
tries do have some similarities.

President Reagan is highly critical
of the Sandinista government because
of what he perceives as questionable
elections and repressions of govern-
ment opponents, freedom of the press,
and the private business sector.

But what of the Botha government
in South Africa? The overwhelming
majority of South Africans have no
political voice, let alone a vote. Those
who oppose the government are jailed,
mysteriously disappear, or are mur-
dered. And what greater repression of
the private business sector than keep-
ing a majority of a nation’s people re-
stricted to certain areas and in such
destitution that the thought of
owning a business is not even a fanta-
sy?

Yet the Reagan policy regarding
South Africa is ““‘quiet diplomacy.” In
no way does the President want to
offend Botha. But Reagan appears to
have no qualms about offending the
Sandanista government. He continual-
ly attempts to intimidate them by
sending troops to train in neighboring
Honduras and urging support of the
Contras. Reagan has chosen confron-
tational politics in Nicaragua and
silent politics in South Africa.

In South Africa, as in Nicaragua,
there are factions who do not agree
with the government, who have never
had illusions about democratic treat-
ment from the government. The over-
whelming majority who oppose the
South Africa’s apartheid system are
the humble of South Africa. I do not
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deny that some in South Africa have
taken a more strident approach to
ending the abuses of democracy and
human rights in South Africa, like the
African National Congress.

President Reagan, however, does not
acknowledge the people fighting for
freedom and democracy in South
Africa as freedom fighters.

Based on President Reagan’s state-
ments that we “have an obligation to
be of help where we can to freedom
fighters and lovers of freedom and de-
mocracy” and that we should stand in
strong support of those who have had
“tyranny imposed on them by force,
deception, and fraud” I would think
that the President would seek consist-
ency in his foreign policies.

Therefore, shouldn’t President
Reagan recognize and aid all freedom
fighters who strive for democracy and
justice? I've drafted a resolution call-
ing on the President to be consistent
in his foreign policy. If he insists on
calling the Contras in Nicaragua free-
dom fighters and aiding them then he
should also recognize members of the
African National Congress in South
Africa as freedom fighters and secure
aid for them as well.

But while the President may find it
perfectly justifiable to intimidate and
confront the Sandinista government in
order to enforce Reagan approved pol-
itics, he becomes defensive when asked
why the United States is not doing
more to bring about change in South
Africa. He tries to explain that quiet
diplomacy is the only policy that will
bring change in South Africa. His
policy in South Africa seems to be a
one of wishful thinking—if he wishes
long and hard enough maybe apart-
heid will go away. If this is the case,
President Reagan isn't wishing
enough, because apartheid is still
present in South Africa and only cos-
metic change has occurred.

In dealing with Nicaragua, Reagan
has chosen to do more than wish away
the problems there. He has been so
eager to bring about change that he
has allowed for the flagrant abuse of
laws.

The Boland amendment—which
President Reagan himself signed into
law—prohibits the use of funds for the
overthrow of the Nicaraguan Govern-
ment. Yet the Reagan administration
has violated this law several times,
from the CIA approved manual on
overthrowing the Sandinista Govern-
ment to Reagan’s approval before the
American people for the removal of
the Sandinista government unless the
Sandinistas cry ‘“uncle.”

An earlier spending cap of $24 mil-
lion for direct and indirect aid to the
Contras was repeatedly violated. The
New York Times reported that the
CIA charged some of the costs of rebel
programs to accounts other than those
covered by the $24 million cap.
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The Times further reported that the
living expenses of some rebel leaders’
families and salaries of some CIA em-
ployees sent to Honduras, as well as
the cost of CIA manuals, had been
charged elsewhere.

And when the United States was
prohibited from funding the Contras,
President Reagan appealed to friendly
allies to aid the Contras.

Time and time again Congress has
come to learn of actions taken in re-
gards to Nicaragua after the fact, a
clear violation of the Intelligence
Oversight Act.

America's Watch has concluded that

the Contras “have attacked civilians
indiscriminantly; they have tortured
and mutilated prisoners; they have
murdered those placed hors der
combat by their wounds; they have
taken hostages; and they have com-
mitted outrages against personal digni-
ty."
Yet, these are the people the Presi-
dent has dubbed freedom fighters. A
group Ronald Reagan, as our Nation's
leader, has chosen to be the recipient
of U.S. support and aid.

I am reminded of the saying, “If we
allow an immoral government to speak
for us then we are responsible for its
acts.” I do not believe the “silent ma-
jority” (as Reagan likes to call the
public) wants to be responsible for the
atrocities being supported by the
Reagan administration. I am speaking
out and I urge all concerned Ameri-
cans to do the same.

O 1610

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman
from Texas for his great leadership.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK. And I will yield to my
friend in 1 second. I just want to sum-
marize a couple of points and then we
will open it up.

The point that we want to focus on
is much of the justification for the
President’s request for $14 million, but
$14 million is only a small part, for
continuing substantial sums from
America to finance a revolution
against the Nicaraguan Government,
to finance the Contra attack, is the
lack of democracy within Nicaragua.
There were other justifications as
well, but I reread again Secretary
Schultz’'s speech in February at the
Commonwealth Club in San Francisco.
There are four points; all of them
have to be satisfied before a war
America is financing could be called
off and one of them is they must live
up to their commitment to democratic
pluralism. They must be allowing the
opposition to participate in the politi-
cal processes of the country.

It is simply bizarre for South Afri-
ca's great friends to say that one of
our conditions for stopping armed at-
tacks on the Nicaraguan Government
is that they let the people of Nicara-
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gua have more rights when they sup-
port a South African Government
that totally represses them.

The government, yes, talked about
the business sector. Well, if you are
black in South Africa you cannot even
be an employee in much of your own
country. You cannot be in certain
businesses.

Yes; progress is coming. They are
now about to say, we are told, that if
two people of different race make the
mistake of feeling an affection for
each other, and want through some
church to regularize that and become
married to each other, that may no
longer be a crime. That is the degree
of moral barbarism we are dealing
with and that we support in many
ways by economic relations.

Let me just talk about the strategic
question. The administration would
genuinely believe, they would have us
believe, I guess, that they are opposed
equally to what goes on in both places.
I would think almost anybody objec-
tively would find South Africa—

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK. I will get to the gentle-
man in a moment.

At this point I would read into the
Recorp some extraneous material
from an article by Gregory Nokes of
the AP. And he says: ‘President

Reagan says the struggle against the
Sandinista Government of Nicaragua
is one of the ‘greatest moral chal-
lenges’ since World War II, but critics
say the greater challenge, about which

Reagan says little, is in South Africa.
“The President speaks out forcefully
and frequently against Nicaragua, but
only seldom criticizes South Africa.
Yet there is little disagreement that
the mistreatment of South Africa’s 22
million blacks by the white minority is
much harsher than the human rights
abuses of the leftist Sandinistas.”

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I include
this entire article.

The article referred to follows:
REAGAN SAYs NICARAGUA A “MoORAL CHAL-

LENGE" BUT QUIET ON SOUTH AFRICA! AN

AP NEwWs ANALYSIS

(By R. Gregory Nokes)

WasHINGTON.—President Reagan says the
struggle against the Sandinista government
of Nicaragua is one of the “greatest moral
challenges" since World War II, but critics
say the greater challenge, about which
Reagan says little, is in South Africa.

The President speaks out forcefully and
frequently against Nicaragua, but only
seldom criticizes South Africa. Yet there is
little disagreement that the mistreatment of
South Africa’s 22 million blacks by the
white minority is much harsher than the
human rights abuses of the leftist Sandinis-
tas.
Reagan has accused the Sandinistas of
“institutionalized cruelty,” alleging brutal-
ity toward the Miskito Indian population;
suppression, torture and abuse of political
opponents, and of using a “scorched earth”
policy to force the relocation of tens of
thousands of peasants.
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Yet South Africa, the only government to
make racial discrimination official govern-
ment policy, routinely destroys homes of
blacks, and has forced millions to live on
reservations known as homelands. Blacks
have no vote and no right to protest. Sever-
al hundred blacks have been killed in recent
months by police who fired on demonstra-
tions, while dozens of black leaders have
been jailed on unspecified charges.

Reagan's approach to the two countries
reflects his concern that Nicaragua is going
Communist, while South Africa is consid-
ered an anti-Communist bastion in Africa.
But it's a shortsighted policy that will reap
its own ill harvest, say critics.

Rep. Howard Wolpe, D-Mich., chairman of
the House Subcommittee on Africa, said the
administration fails to “understand that
South Africa itself is an open invitation to
communism."

“Our identification with this kind of
regime is actually increasing the depend-
ence of liberation movements in the region
on the Soviets and the Cubans,” he said.

Randall Robinson, who has organized
daily demonstrations outside the South Af-
rican Embassy here, said the administration
errs by focusing exclusively on strategic ob-
jectives. “Moral concerns of the deprivation
of human rights don’'t have the slightest
consideration,” he said.

He said the administration is doing noth-
ing in its policies to head off a possible
“blood bath” in South Africa.

But Secretary of State George P. Shultz,
speaking at a National Press Club luncheon
Tuesday, expressed sharp opposition to a
proposal before Congress that would ban
new U.S. investment and reduce trade ties.
He said the United States “must not throw
American matches on the emotional tinder
of the region.”

He also said conditions are improving, al-
though critics say recent changes are only
cosmetic and don't get at the substance of
apartheid, which is the denial of any politi-
cal power to the black majority.

In one of his rare criticisms of South
Africa, after 19 black demonstrators were
killed by police last month, Reagan said the
apartheid practices of the government are
“repugnant.”

He has said he doesn't criticize South
Africa more often because it is “counter-
productive for one country to splash itself
all over the headlines demanding that an-
other country do something . . . It can't
appear to be rolling over at the demands of
outsiders."”

There is no reluctance to criticize Nicara-
gua, however, which Reagan sald wants “to
spread its poison throughout this free and
increasingly democratic hemisphere.”

‘““We cannot have the United States walk
away from one of the greatest moral chal-
lenges in postwar history,” he sald Monday
night in a speech aimed at persuading a re-
luctant Congress to approve $14 million in
new aid for anti-government guerrillas,
known as Contras.

Reagan says the Contras—organized and
trained by the Central Intelligence
Agency—are freedom fighters worthy of the
help that the United States traditionally
gives to peoples struggling for freedom. The
Contras have received $80 million from the
administration since 1981, but a much older
black guerrilla movement in South Africa
receives neither Reagan’s praise nor Ameri-
can ald.

Wolpe said in an interview that racial atti-
tudes may be a factor in American foreign
policy.
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“It is hard to escape the possibility that
our hang-ups about race in our own society
have helped to shape our very different way
we respond to the struggle for freedom and
dignity in South Africa, in contrast with our
easy identification with comparable strug-
gles elsewhere in the world against commu-
nist or totalitarian rule,” he said.

Chester A. Crocker, the assistant secre-
tary of state for African affairs who helped
forge the administration's policy of so-called
“constructive engagement,” said in an inter-
view it is misleading to compare South
Africa with Nicaragua.

“South Africa is not a communist country,
for God's sake,” he said. “South Africa is
not our enemy.”

(EpiToR's NOTE.—R. Gregory Nokes covers
diplomatic matters for The Associated Press
and has been writing about the administra-
:I&nl's} policy toward Central America since

Mr. FRANK. What is it that keeps
them from speaking out against South
Africa?

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK. Not at this time. I will
yield to the gentleman in a moment.

Mr. RITTER. The gentleman is a
great engager in other special orders.

Mr. FRANK. I have not yielded, so I
do not know why the gentleman is
speaking. I will get to him. We have
about 40 minutes left and I promise
that I will be glad to let the gentleman
speak. I just want to develop the argu-
ment.

I want to quote Secretary Shultz.
Certainly my friend on the other side
would not object to my quoting Secre-
tary Shultz.

Secretary Shultz said yesterday in a
quote as to why we cannot fight
against South Africa too hard, why we
have to be constructively engaged in
South Africa: “A society that feels im-
mensely threatened by outside forces
is less likely to loosen the controls at
home.”

Now if you are seriously trying to
get the Nicaraguan Government to be
more democratic, you do that. Let me
put it this way: You make the Nicara-
guan Government being more demo-
cratic by financing a war against
them. But in South Africa, you do not
rise your voice too loudly because if
they feel threatened by outside forces,
they are less likely to loosen the con-
trols at home.

And here is Secretary Shultz again:

We cannot have it both ways. We cannot
have influence with people if we treat them
as moral lepers, especially when they are
themselves beginning to address the agenda
of change.

We must not treat the South Afri-
cans as moral lepers, but we can shoot
the Nicaraguans because that will
bring them to change. But we cannot
criticize too harshly South Africa.
That is the kind of incredible use of
language to cause there to be no credi-
bility for the President's program.
That is what we wanted to focus on.

Let me read just one last final quote
from Chester A. Crocker, the Assistant
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Secretary of State of African Affairs.
This is in January of 1985 that it was
printed, but he said it in September.
An Assistant Secretary of State over
at the State Department talking about
how we would like change in South
Africa. He says:

Americans reject instinctively scenarios
that would have us instigate revolutionary
violence and racial strife in that coun-
7 A

Apparently violence without racial
strife is OK, but revolutionary vio-
lence and racial strife with violence we
cannot have.

Our goals can only be reached through a
sustained process of peaceful evolutionary
change. We remain opposed to the resort to
violence from whatever guarter; the fruits
of political violence in the world today are
bitter reminders of what terrorism and
counterterrorism can mean.

This is not coming from Mike Far-
rell or from opponents of the Presi-
dent’s policy or the National Council
of Churches. This is the Assistant Sec-
retary of State of the United States of
America explaining our policy in
South Africa.

We remain opposed to the resort to vio-
lence from whatever quarter. [We] reject in-
stinctively scenarios that would have us in-
stigate revolutionary violence and racial
strife . . .

. . . the fruits of political violence in the
world today are bitter reminders of what
terrorism and counterterrorism can
mean . . .

As someone who is unhappy with
the Sandinistas’ lack of democracy,
how in the name of anything rational
can you say these things and then fi-
nance in the name of democracy in
part a $14 million first installment on
a war?

Mr. DYMALLY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, FRANK. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gentle-
man very much for yielding.

I have an appointment with the
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and I trust that I will take this
matter up with him, too.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know of any
issue that is more pressing in the
world today than the question of the
racist regime in South Africa. I join
with my colleague from Massachusetts
[Mr. Frank] and my colleague from
Texas [Mr. LELanD] in expressing my
indignation over the situation in
South Africa and the failure of this
administration to move forcibly
against the racist regime.

I conclude by saying this: I take very
strong exception as an American to
the fact that the President referred to
the Contras in Nicaragua as freedom
fighters but then blame the freedom
fighters in South Africa for fighting
for their rights and lay the blame on
the whole unrest there on the freedom
fighters. And as a black, I take strong
exception to the Secretary of State re-
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ferring to these Contras in Nicaragua
as brothers. Brother is a term of en-
dearment born out of the civil rights
movement for the struggle for justice
and democracy, and it seems to me it
is a double standard that points out
the hypocrisy of this administration’s
efforts in South Africa.

I commend the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Frank] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. LerLanp] for
calling this special order and I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK. I now yield to my
friend from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding,

I think there is some difference be-
tween the situation in South Africa
and Nicaragua. I am not here in any
way to defend apartheid or the poli-
cies of the South African Government.
But I would like to call my colleague’s
attention to certain situations that
have occurred in the last 15 years
around the country, around the world,
whereby authoritarian regimes have
made the transition to democracy. For
example, Greece under the colonels
eventually went democratic. We did
not sponsor a war of national libera-
tion, of violent upheaval in Greece.
We, to some extent, worked with the
Greek Government, worked with the
traditional forces within the society,
traditional forces like the business
community, traditional forces like the
church, traditional forces engaged in
political opposition that was not total-
1y destroyed.

I think the same can be said of
Spain under Franco. When Franco
died, Spain made a transition to demo-
cratic rule.

Recently, in South America, there
has been a spate of nations which
having formerly been authoritarian
made the transition to democratie
rule. Argentina recently, not too long
ago, was under the dictatorship of the
Generals. We did not go into Argenti-
na and suppport the Montenegro left-
ist guerrillas. We worked to some
extent with a system; we supported
those intitutions and those traditions
within the government.
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Mr. FRANK. I will take back my
time for just a second in order to ask
the gentleman a question: As I under-
stand it he is giving all these instances
when we have refrained from finane-
ing an armed rebellion against an un-
democratic society. Do I take it he is
about to announce against funding the
Contras? I am just curious.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RITTER. No. I am trying to
make the distinction, if the gentleman




8258

would continue to yield, and I do ap-
preciate his yielding, I am trying to
make a distinction between some of
these undesirable authoritarian re-
gimes on the right which have had the
seeds of transition to more democratic
societies.

For example, we have worked with
the Korean Government and strides
have been made towards opening up
the Korean political system, as recent
elections show. They have a long way
to go to become a United States-style
democracy, there is no doubt about it.
But nobody is interested in foisting a
North Korean type of war of national
liberation on them.

Brazil, Uruguay have recently made
the transition from authorization
rightwing regimes to democratic sys-
tems.

Mr. FRANK. I am going to take
back my time in order to make a point
briefly. Let me say to the gentleman I
understand and I agree to all that.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
continue to yield?

Mr. FRANK. No, the rules are such
that the gentleman may speak when I
yield to him. Under the gentleman'’s
special order I may speak when he
yields to me. But I simply want to set
the ground rules.

The point is simply this. I only have
an hour and there are other Members
who want to speak.

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. FRANK. I would ask the gentle-
man, Mr. Speaker, to please abide by
the rules. I would be glad to continue
to yield if the gentleman would abide
by the rules of the House. I do not
write the rules of the House, I only
vote for them.

Mr. RITTER. Well, may I sum up
my point?

Mr. FRANK. No; I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman briefly, but I
will not if we cannot abide by the rules
of the House. I do not think it is possi-
ble——

Mr. RITTER. Will the gentleman
yield to me briefly?

Mr. FRANK. I will yield in a few
minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FrANK] controls the time.

Mr. FRANK. I say to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania that if he wants to
give this list, and I agree with him,
and I think it was a wise thing that we
did in some cases. When Raul Alfonsin
became President of Argentina win-
ning a democratic election, I was very
proud that he had Pat Derian who was
Assistant Secretary for Human Rights
in the Carter administration, to be at
his inauguration because he said if it
had not been for her and the kind of
pressure she had brought on that
regime that preceded him, he might
have not lived even to run. And I agree
that we can do that. My point is that
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it is not relevant to the issues we are
talking about today because we are
talking about South Africa.

I would reject the suggestion that
there is in this explicitly racist regime
of South Africa anything that really
resembles what has gone on in Argen-
tina and Greece.

There is, I think, a qualitative differ-
ence with the people who say—you see
the problem we had with these other
nations was this: the Greeks, the
Franco regime, they said democracy is
no good. We have something in South
Africa where they say “Oh, democracy
is wonderful.” The people who run
South Africa, the white South Afri-
cans say democracy is the only legiti-
mate form of government “for us
human beings. But for you black
people, you don't count and you don't
get this.” Therefore I am rejecting the
gentleman’s analogy. The fact that
the Greek Government did move, I do
not think the South African Govern-
ment is going to move. On the other
hand I would also point out to the
gentleman that we are not here argu-
ing and let me make this clear, the
gentleman from Texas, myself, the
gentleman from California [Mr. DymM-
ALLy], we are not arguing for the
Reagan policy of Nicaragua to be
transferred to South Africa. We are
not here suggesting that not $14 mil-
lion but a proportionate amount would
be $50 million or $60 million, be given
to armed resistance by the African Na-
tional Congress.

We are not here suggesting that you
finance armed revolt against the
South African Government. We are
saying that to finance armed revolt
against Nicaraguans and say democra-
cy is one of the reasons, they do not
say it is the only one, but to count
that at all and then to say “We can’t
even yell at the South Africans” I
think is inconsistent.

So I would say to the gentleman
what he said is not relevant to the ar-
gument here.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. RITTER. I appreciate the gen-
tleman'’s yielding.

First of all we are fighting, that is
we are supporting wars of national lib-
eration, in Afghanistan.

Mr. FRANK. Yes.

Mr. RITTER. A wide cross-section of
this Congress, the committee at least,
has supported ald through Thailand
for the San Son resistance in Cambo-
dia. And I think the reason is that
there has not been any kind of author-
itarian government's transition to a
democracy other than in Grenada
which was done by force. I think it is a
realization that there simply is no
movement of Communist totalitarian
governments toward more liberal
forms of government and that the
people who are willing to take up arms
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on behalf of democratic principles per-
haps deserve some support.

Mr. FRANK. Let me take back my
time to ask the gentleman a question
and I will yield to him. He has not yet
said and none of his arguments make
any sense unless he is about to tell us
that the South African Government is
in fact going to move. I do not see any
sign that if you follow the Reagan
policies of constructive engagement, of
not being rude to them, blaming some
of the rioters for getting shot as the
President did—

Mr. RITTER. I am not supporting
that.

Mr. FRANK. Right. I would agree
with some of the examples that the
gentleman gave but the point is they
are not available to defend the Reagan
policy in South Africa.

The point is simply this. The gentle-
man is making arguments about other
countries. We are talking about South
Africa. Let me be very explicit: When
George Shultz says, “We are so con-
cerned about the censorship of La
Prensa, it distresses me so to see a
newspaper censored that I am going to
finance a revolution against the people
who censor it,” when he then turns
around and says, “but with regard to
South Africa if you make someone a
moral leper then you can’t have any
influence.” What I am saying is it is
not true, the Secretary of State and
others who say that, including the
President, are speaking an untruth to
the American people when they say
that the Nicaraguan policy is motivat-
ed in part by concern over internal de-
mocracy.

The South African example and
their own rhetoric belies that. Now
yes, there are other countries that
have moved. As far as South Africa is
concerned, let me say that I have seen
more movement in behalf of some far-
left countries. Let us take one of the
President'’s best friends right now, the
People’s Republic of China. He has
great relations with them. There have
been some movement, more liberaliza-
tion, more improvement from the Mao
days to the Deng Xiaoping days today
in China than in South Africa. So
while I agree with what the gentleman
has said that we have not seen democ-
racy come to any of those Communist
countries, we have seen, if you are
going to take South Africa, we have
seen the lot of a Chinese citizen today
is better economically and politically
in terms of liberalization than it was
under Mao. For the South Africans it
has gotten worse. They have even lost
the right of living in their own coun-
try. The South African Government in
the most cosmetic way talks nice and
in fact is getting worse and more
brutal. I am simply saying that the ar-
gument that the gentleman makes
while it is historically of great inter-
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est, it is irrelevant to the argument
here.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas
at this time.

Mr. LELAND. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address
myself to Mr. RITTER and some of the
observations that he has made.

What I do not understand is the
logic of his argument because if you
lay out the foundation for the history
the gentleman has given then in fact
we ought to be supporting the South
African liberation fighters or the true
freedom fighters there for the libera-
tion of the majority of the people in
South Africa, financially and other-

Mr. RITTER. I would like to re-
spond to that.

Mr. LELAND. All we are trying to
say in this discussion, if you will, is
that if, in fact, President Reagan can
make so many statements that are fa-
vorable toward the Contras in Nicara-
gua, then those statements ought to
be truly, in many instances or in most
instances I venture to say, those state-
ments ought to be made more so about
the people who are struggling for free-
dom in South Africa.

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RITTER. I think what one can
see in South Africa that is similar, for
example, to some of the other coun-
tries that made the transition, not
that South Africa is that close to tran-
sition, but there is an independent
church, there is an independent busi-
ness community, there is an independ-
ent intellectual community and aca-
demic community. These are the seeds
that eventually can, if one works with
them, make the transition.

Mr. FRANEK. I would ask the gentle-
man this question: for black people?

Mr. RITTER. Just one second,
please. The Chinese experience, yes,
there is liberalization in China but if
anyone thinks the Chinese people
have anything regarding any kind of
freedom that even existed in Greece
under the colonels, I think that is
stretching it.

The fact about Nicaragua is that it is
on our southern border. The fact
about Nicaragua is that it does not——

Mr. FRANK. I have to take back my
time for a second because the gentle-
man said Nicaragua was on our south-
ern border. Has he misplaced a few
countries? What happened to like
Mexico and Panama, not Panama but
the others above it? Nicaragua is not
on our southern border.

Mr. RITTER. Nicaragua is very close
to the southern border of the United
States.

Mr. FRANK. I will give the gentle-
man “close.”

Mr. RITTER. There is no way one
can consider it on the southern border,
it is not literally on the southern
border.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK. I will let the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania finish if I
may.
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Mr. RITTER. I guess my point
about Nicaragua is, it is one of these
totalitarian communist governments.
There are people who are willing to
take up arms. If you look at the
number, 15,000 in a small country of
2% million, that is like 1.5 million
Americans. They say that with the
proper material and supplies, 25,000
people would take up arms.

Mr. FRANK. I have to ask the gen-
tleman a question. I want to take back
my time to ask the gentleman a ques-
tion, and then I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

In the first place, I did not suggest
that China today has freedom. I said
there has been more advance for the
Chinese peasant from Mao to
Deng——

Mr. RITTER. It is because——

Mr. FRANK. I must remind the gen-
tleman that he has to wait for me to
yield. Those are the rules we all live
by; the gentleman can take out a spe-
cial order and I will participate there,
but we do have to have rules in the
House.

The point is this: I simply said that
there has been an improvement for
the average Chinese that was greater
than the improvement for a black in
South Africa. I think there has been
slippage in the other direction.

I did not say that they had any of
those real freedoms. As a matter of
fact, it is the Reagan administration
that is the great booster of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China—I do not
think I have been quite as enthused as
the President about some of these
things; in fact, I have been critical of
the Reagan administration’s failure to
allow political asylum-seekers from
the People’s Republic of China into
America. I think the State Depart-
ment has behaved badly in rejecting
the asylum application because of the
President’s political tie-in there.

But I want to get back to the gentle-
man when he suggests that there is
for black people in South Africa, inde-
pendent business, and an independent
intellectual community.

I have to disagree when the gentle-
man suggests that black people in
South Africa today are allowed those
basic freedoms. They are not even al-
lowed in many cases to live in certain
parts of their own country.

So the suggestion that the black
people of South Africa have that kind
of independence, I think, is simply
Wrong.

Does the gentleman want me to
yield to him, or his reinforcement?

Mr. RITTER. I would just like to
say, I do not believe that there is the
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great level of independence of blacks
in South Africa, but one also must
admit that blacks do migrate into
South Africa from other black African
ruled nations.

Mr. FRANK. And what is the rel-
evance of that?

Mr. RITTER, Excuse me?

Mr. FRANK. Is that in any way a
justification or anything relevant—I
must say that disturbs me, that sug-
gestion.

Mr. RITTER. There are certain eco-
nomic——

Mr. FRANK. I want to get back to
the point that I was asking. The gen-
tleman suggested that South Africa
today resembles Greece. The gentle-
man said that Nicaragua is a totalitar-
ian regime, and suggested it for the
blacks in South Africa. For the whites
in South Africa, it is a great place to
live; no heavy lifting, because the
blacks do it for you.

But in the situation for black people,
I would argue that it is far worse than
it was for the people of Nicaragua,;
there is much less freedom for the
blacks, and I would reject the notion
that there is the basis for black people
to be at all hopeful about this regime
in South Africa.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. RITTER. What I am trying to
say is, there are institutions today in
South Africa which do not agree with
apartheid. There is an independent
church which is diametrically opposed
to apartheid. There is a press which is
opposed in part, which is opposed to
apartheid. There are academic institu-
tions, there are business organizations
which have gone several steps to en-
force celibate principles within their
own confines to oppose the system of
apartheid.

Mr. FRANK. Reclaiming my time, I
want to respond to the gentleman's I
think excessive justification of South
Africa.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts has
the time.

Mr. FRANK. The gentleman should
understand. He talks about an inde-
pendent church in South Africa. Well,
there is an independent church in
Nicaragua.

You might say, “Well, the church in
Nicaragua faces harrassment.” The
churches in South Africa face persecu-
tion and harrassment that is far
worse.

In South Africa they have indicted
white churchmen as well as black
churchmen. Roman Catholic church-
men have been indicted in South
Africa—I do not think that there have
been high ranking Roman Catholic
churchmen subjected to the kind of
police procedures in Nicaragua that
they have been in South Africa.
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So the argument that because there
is an independent church in Nicara-
gua, they are better off; the South Af-
rican Catholic Church has been very
shabbily treated and persecuted by
this government.

I yield first to the gentleman from
Texas and then to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. LELAND. I thank the gentle-
man from Massachusetts for yielding
to me, and let me direct my comments
to the statements made by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania, and let him
know that I have a certain empathy
for the people of South Africa, be-
cause my roots lie somewhere in the
Continent of Africa, and because of
the brutality that was committed to
the black people who were brought
here, in terms of our cutting off our
roots, we cannot trace back precisely
where we came from.

Let me suggest to you that I am very
happy to be an American citizen
today, because I can stand here and
argue with you on the issue apartheid
in South Africa whereas there is not a
black person in the parliament of
South Africa who can argue for the
people they would represent, given the
opportunity to get elected.

They cannot get elected, not only be-
cause they are disallowed from repre-
sentation for the people who are in
the majority in South Afriea, but they
cannot even vote. They do not even
have a vote.

What kind of persecution is that?
You talk very cavalierly about what is
going on in South Africa. There is
nothing cavalier about the fact that
people, black people, are relegated to
townships, shanty towns, if you will,
because white people do not want
them to be a part of their social life or
their political or economic life.

They do not gain any benefit from
being a South African citizen and now
they have gotten this incredible
scheme where they would cordon off
land for the so-called black workers in
South Africa and give them that land
and let them call that a township.

They have absolutely no rights to
participate in society in South Africa
at all. What is done in Nicaragua is
not comparable to what has gone on in
South Africa. How long has the Sandi-
nista government been in power?

Let us also review the history of
Nicaragua. What kind of rights did the
people under Somoza have? What
kind?

I think that the gentleman must un-
derstand that what is happening in
South Africa now is that things have,
as the gentleman from Massachusetts
has suggested, have gotten much,
much worse.

Anytime the black people get to-
gether in groups now, they are subject
to being killed. Not just incarcerated
or put under house arrest, but now
they are fearful of their lives, just for
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going to a funeral. Just for peacefully
demonstrating.

What kind of situation is that? How
can we justify our continued involve-
ment? How can we accept the very pe-
destrian attitude on the part of the
Secretary of State of this country to
say that in fact those people in South
Africa might get a little shaky, the
rulers of South Africa might get a
little shaky if we push too hard?

Mr. FRANK, I will reclaim my time
for a second. I just want to add to the
comments of my friend from Texas.
He is perplexed, and he wants to know
how we can do that. Let me explain.
Let me give him the Reagan doctrine
on this. It comes from Secretary for
Human Rights Abrams—he is the
human rights expert.

He says, he might as well have been
listening here and wanted to say this
to the gentleman from Texas when he
talks about people being shot down at
funerals:

We must recognize that we are dealing
with another sovereign nation. And by no
means the only country in the world to
abuse human rights. We cannot dictate to
that nation’s leaders how to conduct their
internal affairs.

That is the justification for nonin-
tervention in South Africa. But with
Nicaragua, because they have censored
the press and have not had elections
that we fully approve of, we can fi-
nance a revolution against them.

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WEBER. I thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I have not been a part
of this entire discussion; I watched
some of it on television in my office.
Let me say, I essentially agree with
the gentleman from Texas and the
gentleman from Massachusetts about
the situation in South Africa.

I specifically agree with the gentle-
man from Massachusetts about the
stupidity of the remarks of the Secre-
tary of State. I do not want to get into
that argument, particularly, but it
seems to me that what we are—where
I will with both of the gentle-
men is that the situation in Nicaragua
is nowhere comparable to the situa-
tion in South Africa.

In my judgment, all the elements of
the same kind of oppression, if not in
degree, but the same kind of oppres-
sion are existent in Sandinista Nicara-
gua that exist in South Africa. There
is oppression of the church by the
Sandinista government. The archbish-
op has had his car destroyed twice;
once with him in it by the Tour Bus
Divinas organized by the Sandinista
government; Father Pina has been
stripped and beaten by Sandinista sol-
diers; the Sandinista government has
expelled all the foreign priests work-
ing with the traditional church and
kept only the priests working with the
so-called popular church.
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So there are elements of religious re-
pression. Even the elements of the re-
settlement program that the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. LELAND] S0 elo-
quently pointed out, one of the major
human rights violations on the planet
which is taking place right now in
South Africa, but there is even an ele-
ment of that in Nicaragua, as 3,000 to
4,000 families in the Montegulpa Prov-
ince and the other northern areas of
the country are being relocated by the
Sandinista government, having their
families torn apart.
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In my judgment, if there is a differ-
ence in degree between Nicaragua and
South Africa, it is only because the
Sandinistas have not had a sufficient
amount of time to entrench the totali-
tarian nature of their state.

Mr. FRANK. I will take my time
back now. The gentleman has made
his statement. I will take my time
back, and I want to make one point
clear. We were not here, essentially,
arguing that particular point. What
we were saying was this: The gentle-
man said he is willing to concede, I
guess, that South Africa, for black
people, is maybe a degree or two worse
than Nicaragua.

Mr. WEBER. I just said it is worse. I
did not say a degree or two. I said it is
worse.

Mr. FRANK. All right. The gentle-
man concedes that South Africa is
worse than Nicaragua. Now he thinks
if you give Nicaragua time, they may
overturn them. The point we are
making is this: We are addressing that
part of the Reagan administration’s
justification for making war on Nica-
ragua which says we are concerned
about democracy.

If you want to argue the other point,
you can. What I am saying is——

Mr. WEBER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRANK. No; I have not yielded
yet, because I want to get back on the
point. The point we are making is
this—

Mr. WEBER. I am trying to address
the point.

Mr. FRANK. Well, then get a special
order and address it.

The point is, the administration has
said that one of the moral justifica-
tions for making war on Ni
with American money is their lack of
democracy. At the same time it has
said with regard to South Africa:

You can't expect the government to
change. They are a sovereign nation. If we
push too hard, they will rebel against us.
That is not the way to do it.

What we are saying is, it is hypo-
critical for a government to make ex-
cuses for not pressing very hard
against South Africa. And I admired
the letter that the gentleman and
others on his side of the aisle sent to
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the South African Government. I
thought it was an important letter. I
wish it reflected administration policy.

Let us not lose sight of the fact that
the No. 1 defender of apartheid in
America today, as I remember him
from his statements in the columns he
wrote, he is now the Director of Com-
munications, Mr. Buchanan. Mr. Bu-
chanan has basically defended apart-
heid. He is in the White House. That
is the policy we have today.

What we are saying is, this adminis-
tration, if they want to persuade us
that 3 million poorly organized people
in Nicaragua are a threat to this great
superpower, let them do it on that
basis. But let them not try to invoke
democratic principles, because when
the gentleman agrees South Afriea is,
if anything, even worse, even if they
are both unfortunate, where do you
get any justification for saying, given
the South African policy, that one of
the reasons we are making war on
Nicaragua is democracy?

The speech says there were four con-
ditions. One of the Secretary of
State’s and President’s conditions for
calling off the war is the lack of de-
mocracy. Well, if we were to go to war
against everybody in part on that
basis, I think we would be bankrupt.

I yield to my friend from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. 1 impose on my
colleague quite reluctantly, but only
because the gentleman that you just
vielded to before on the other side has
made a grievous misstatement of truth
and fact, and I would like at this point
to provide, if the gentleman agrees
with this unanimous-consent request,
a reply to this question of so-called re-
ligious persecution in Nicaragua, by
Rev. William Callahan, who is here
now in the Washington area but has
worked and lived in Nicaragua for
many, many years, and I just want to
state at this point the categorical
answer that he makes to this, in view
of the fact that the President had
talked quite insincerely, I think, about
using the hierarchy as sort of a
medium of reconciliation.

“The Roman Catholic bishops, as a
whole,” in Nicaragua, “have taken a
strong adversarial position toward the
Sandinista party and toward the newly
elected Nicaraguan Government. They
are not perceived as impartial either
inside Nicaragua or internationally

“The struggle between the bishops
and the Nicaraguan Government is es-
sentially political, not religious; that
is, a struggle over ‘turfs,’ not over reli-
gious freedom,” which has been one of
the long-associated historical dilem-
mas in the Latin American countries,
beginning with Mexico and proceeding
on south.

Many religious opponents of the Nicara-
guan Government suggest that Nicaragua
will become “‘another Cuba.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Exactly the opposite has happened.
The very opposite. In Cuba, the
churches were restricted to the
churches and the religious practition-
ers restricted to the churches, they
have been closed, to all intents and
purposes, religious schools have been
closed, the Catholic Church had
fought Castro, lost, and has been
sharply reduced in scope and influ-
ence.

Exactly the opposite is true after 6
years in power of the so-called Sandi-
nista regime. “Churches of all denomi-
nations enjoy freedom of worship. The
churches are vigorous.” The Nicara-
guans are a highly religious people,
“as witnessed in the public activity of
those supporting the revolution and
those opposing it. Religious schools
are flourishing, and the intrachurch
debates are vigorous.”

Fourth, “the struggle in Nicaragua is
not only between the government and
the bishops but within the church
community, i.e., between Catholics
who oppose the revolution and those
powerful segments of the Catholic
community that support the revolu-
tion.”

Mr. FRANK. I will just say to my
friend from Texas that unfortunately
I only have 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. GO . I thought it would
be appropriate to put that in.

Mr. FRANK. I appreciate it. I hope
it will be inserted. But I did want to
have time to yield a little bit to my
two friends. Let me go to my friend
from Minnesota first and then to my
friend from California. I will keep
about a minute for myself.

Mr. WEBER. Let me just ask my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas had
a unanimous consent request. I do not
want to interrupt the free flow of
debate, but I hope the gentleman is
not going to insert at this point in the
Recorp massive volumes of materials,
because if he is going to do that, I
would like to do the same thing to
hold out my point of view. I would
hope that the gentleman would agree
with me that neither of us would go
messing up their special order with all
sorts of unanimous-consent requests at
this time.

Mr. FRANK. Well, the gentleman
from Minnesota will not be surprised
if the gentleman from Texas has his
own special order.

Mr. WEBER. I am sure that he does.

Mr. FRANK. And he will put in
whatever he thinks is appropriate.

Mr. WEBER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I will not go into this at
any great length. I will just say that in
my visit to that part of the world I ex-
plored more than any other question
the question of the situation of the
Catholic Church.

Mr. FRANK. Which part of the
world, South Africa or Nicaragua?

Mr. WEBER. Both in El Salvador
and in Nicaragua, not in South Africa.
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Mr. FRANK. Not in South Africa.

Mr. WEBER. And I disagree with
the conclusions of the gentleman from
Texas. We were told by Archbishop
Obando y Bravo that over 860 priests
in Nicaragua remained loyal to the
traditional church and only 10 Nicara-
guan priests and 40 foreign priests are
loyal to the so-called popular church.

Furthermore, the popular church,
which does not attract very large
crowds at Sunday mass when we were
there at that time, is subsidized heavi-
ly by the government. Half a million
dollars went to the center which subsi-
dizes the popular church and the San-
dinista government. Let me just con-
clude, and then I will give your time
back.

Mr. FRANK. I just wanted to ask
the gentleman, because that is not ba-
sically my point, I wanted to ask him,
does he think that the fact that a
church is mistreated, which I greatly
deplore, is an independent reason for
America to finance an armed assault
on the government that does it? Be-
cause I think the South African Gov-
ernment mistreats its churches as
badly and in many cases worse, with
indictments and persecutions, as Nica-
ragua. So I am not here to say that
these things do not happen, simply
that it is hypocritical for this adminis-
tration to advance that as an inde-
pendent reason for attack.

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WEBER. One, I am responding
to the gentleman from Texas, who
took specific issue with my comments.
Two, I do not think in and of itself
that the nature of religious freedom in
any country is reason for us to justify
the overthrow of that government.
However, the nature of religious free-
dom in the country of Nicaragua, to
the extent which it exists and the atti-
tude the government takes toward it,
together with other facts we know
about that government, are substan-
tial evidence of the nature of that gov-
ernment and should be brought to
bear in the debate.

Mr. FRANK. I have to take back my
time. Yes; they are evidence of the
nature of the government. The point
the gentleman from Texas and I are
making is this: It is hypocritical to be
South Africa’s best friend—I do not
mean the gentleman from Minnesota,
who has been very good on this sub-
ject of South Africa—it is hypocritical
for this administration to be South Af-
rica’s friend and say we cannot pres-
sure them politically and then find a
lack of democracy as any part of the
justification for an assault on Nicara-
gua. If they want to justify the Ameri-
can people taking scarce dollars to en-
courage people to kill each other in
Nicaragua, they better find some
other reason than that they are con-
cerned about democracy, because as
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South Africa’s friend, as Marcos’
friend, as the friend of so many other
dictators, right and left, the People’s
Republic of China, when was the last
time they pressured them for democ-
racy?

Mr. LELAND. Chile, Mr. Pinochet in
Chile.

Mr. FRANK. Chile, which is far
more oppressive, right in our own
hemisphere. It simply will not wash
for them to invoke democracy, and it
degrades the debate for them to pre-
tend.

Let me yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

To get back to the gentleman's origi-
nal point, I think the gentleman has
made a good case for inconsistency
here manifest in the statements of Mr.
Shultz and others in the administra-
tion. My question for the gentleman
is, because it appeared to me that the
gentleman was saying that he agrees
that the Sandinistas do pose—at least
there is an argument to be made for a
military threat and that they are, in
many cases, as bad as the South Af-
ricans—

Mr. FRANK. No; let me just say to
the gentleman that I disagree with
their internal policies, I think they are
undemocratic; I am not afraid of the
Sandinistas because Nicaragua is a
small, rather poor country. I would be
inclined, as a citizen of Massachusetts,
to be more afraid of Connecticut than
I am of Nicaragua, because they have
a better industrial base. But the point
I would make is that I am critical of
their lack of democracy, I am not
frightened of them. And I am not a big
tough guy, this is not a macho act, it is
Jjust geopolitics.

I yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. HUNTER. My question is simply
this: Does the gentleman feel—because
the Contra vote obviously is coming
up, and the gentleman has not indicat-
ed how he is going to vote on that.
Does the gentleman feel that there is
enough of a proxy Soviet presence
there in Nicaragua or a potential pres-
ence, satellite presence, to be a threat
on the magnitude of Cuba?

Mr. FRANK. I will take 1 minute,
and then I will yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

No; in the first place, if it were a
threat of the magnitude of Cuba, I
suppose we would have to go and
invade Cuba too, and I think that dis-
proves the gentleman’s point. If it is a
Cuba-type threat, if it is a proxy for
Cuba, what do you get by doing away
with the proxy when the real thing is
still there just a few miles away?

I do not think that America should
be the 911 of civil liberties, every time
people repress their citizens you dial
911, out comes Bill Casey and $50 mil-
lion and a comic book about how to
murder people and blow up their toi-
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lets. I think that is a great waste. I am
not afraid of Nicaragua. I think we can
say, as a majority of both parties of
this House said, we are prepared to
support policies that interdict the
shipment of arms elsewhere, but I am
not for invading them, and I am for an
equivalent policy, I am not for funding
the African National Congress, I am
not for making war on South Africa, I
am for the kinds of economic sane-
tions in South Africa I think would
help.

I will yield, to finish up, to the gen-
tleman from Texas.
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Mr. LELAND. I would just like to
ask the gentleman if, on the premise
that we have involved ourselves and
the way that we have as a Govern-
ment in Nicaragua, should not we
attack the Soviet Union right now
since in fact we are worried about
their involvement? I mean, that is ex-
actly what the parameters of the dis-
cussion happen to be. That is what the
gentleman is suggesting.

Mr. FRANK. I say to my friend from

Texas: Please do not give them any
ideas.
@ Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my distinguished col-
leagues, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. LELaND] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FrRank] for reserv-
ing this special order on the Reagan
administration’s constructive engage-
ment approach toward the South Afri-
can Government. The President would
have us to believe that this approach
is the key to changing the racist
system of apartheid in South Africa.
That is not the case.

The American news media depicts
almost daily the mounting injustices,
senseless killings, and horrors that are
a part of the everyday life of the 22.7
million black South Africans. Al-
though they comprise the majority of
the population, blacks in South Africa,
virtually have no political, economic,
or social power. The majority is ruled
by the minority—4.7 million white
South Africans. White South Africans
can vote. Black South Africans cannot.
For every $1 a white employee earns, a
black earns 22 cents.

Mr. Speaker, while the United States
simply watches, the grand scheme of
apartheid to establish satellite black
townships where blacks are relegated
and robbed of their homeland is in full
swing. Institutional discrimination and
overt racism are the law of the land.
Violence and unjustified killings by
government police against unarmed
black South Africans are on the in-
crease.

“Constructive engagement” will not
change this situation. In fact, the
Reagan administration approach may
worsen it. Constructive engagement
has lulled the white ruling South Afri-
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can Government into actually believ-
ing that apartheid can survive.

The Reagan administration’s ap-
proach is a simplistic response to a
complex problem. It is also a comfort-
able position for the United States.
Over 300 American corporations con-
duct business in South Africa. South
Africa’s minerals are imported, in
large quantities, into the United
States. And, South Africa is a major
ally of the United States in that part
of the globe.

It is a tough decision. But, leaders of
this Nation, the self-proclaimed cham-
pion of the oppressed around the
globe, must take a firm stand on the
side of justice in South Africa. Con-
structive engagement is not the
answer. Only swift and effective action
by the American Government will
push the South African ruling minori-
ty government to review and abolish
the apartheid system.

Mr. Speaker, the Anti-Apartheid
Act, introduced by my distinguished
colleague, Congressman BILL GRAY, is
a good first step. The bill prohibits
American businesses from making new
investments in or loans to South
Africa. The bill further prohibits the
sale in this country of the gold South
African Krugerrand coin and sets
forth steps from the sanctions to be
lifted.

The Anti-Apartheid Act is tough
action, not meaningless talk like the
Reagan administration constructive
engagement approach. The American
Government must act, decisively,
before it is too late in South Africa.e
® Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I am ex-
tremely pleased to sponsor H.R. 1460,
the anti-Apartheid Act of 1985, which
was introduced on March 7, 1985. For
several years now, along with many
like-minded colleagues in the House of
Representatives, I have sought to
enact legislation to limit American
economic and political relations with
South Africa and to express our com-
mitment to see the policy of apartheid
eradicated. Such legislation passed the
House of Representatives last year,
but unfortunately died in the Senate
in the last hours of the session. None-
theless, in the ensuing months advo-
cates of sanctions have been encour-
aged and renewed by the demonstra-
tions of concern and commitment by
thousands of Americans on this issue,
and we are pleased to reintroduce the
South Africa sanctions bill for passage
during the current session of Con-
gress.

Virtually all Americans would agree
that South Africa’s apartheid system
is incompatible with democratic prinei-
ples and human rights. Any system of
government which excludes by defini-
tion the overwhelming majority of
people who live in that country merely
because of the color of their skin is a
system of government that we would
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find fundamentally objectionable. The
question we confront in the Congress
is not how to assess apartheid, but
how to respond to it.

The answer advanced by the Reagan
administration is a policy known as a
constructive engagement, grounded in
the belief, as Assistant Secretary of
State Chester Crocker has said, “that
it is not our task to choose between
black and white.” After 4 years, the
verdict is in on the constructive en-
gagement approach. It is a flawed and
failed policy, a monument to moral
myopia and wishful thinking. It has
caused South Africa neither to relax
its racist repression at home, nor to
end its control of Namibia in defiance
of international law. Meanwhile, the
United States is paying an increasingly
heavy price, with the black majority in
South Africa, with other African na-
tions, and even with some of our West-
ern allies, for a policy which is often
perceived as a reapproachment with
racism.

Clearly, it is now time to abandon
constructive engagement and bring
forward a new approach, one which
makes clear in deed as well as word
our abhorrence of apartheid. It is time
to develop a policy in which we choose
not between black and white, but be-
tween justice and injustice. In design-
ing and executing such a policy, we
should cast aside any illusions that
our actions will bring the apartheid
system to its knees. In the final analy-
sis, a political resolution of South Afri-
ca’s problems must come from within
South Africa, not from the United
States or any other outside nation. At
the same time, there are a number of
steps we could take which would have
a significant symbolic and substantive
impact upon events in South Africa.
Several of those steps are embodied in
the legislation that was introduced on
March 7, 1985. The bill has four parts:
First, a ban on loans by U.S. banks to
the South African Government or its
parastatal entities, except for loans
made for educational, housing, and
health facilities which are available on
a totally nondiscriminatory basis in
areas open to all population groups;
second, no new investment by Ameri-
can companies in South Africa; third,
a ban on the importation into the
United States of the South African
krugerrand or any other gold coin
minted by the South African Govern-
ment; and fourth, a ban on the sales of
computers (which are used to enforce
apartheid) to the South African Gov-
ernment.

Critics of the legislation contended
that it is wrong to single out South
Africa for special condemnation when
there are so many other human rights
violators around the world. But the
fact is that for a variety of reasons the
United States has adopted stringent
measures against other nations—re-
strictions which have frequently been
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more sweeping than those proposed in
this bill. For example, in 1978 we en-
acted a total economic embargo on
trade with Uganda. Under the Interna-
tional Emergency Economic Powers
Act, the United States maintains an
embargo on economic transactions
with Cuba, Vietnam, Cambodia, and
North Korea and implemented an em-
bargo against Iran during the hostage
crisis. Under the United Nations Par-
ticipation Act, we carried out exten-
sive economic sanctions against the
white minority government of Rhode-
sia for many years. The Export Ad-
ministration Act contains other provi-
silons under which exports to South
Africa and many other nations are
controlled or restricted on grounds of
short supply, national security, anti-
terrorism, human rights, nonprolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons, and other
foreign policy considerations.

Given the actions we have taken
against other human rights violators, I
believe our Nation would be more open
to a charge of inconsistency and selec-
tive indignation in our foreign policy if
we failed to enact this legislation. If
we believe human rights to be a valid
and important consideration in our
foreign policy, it would seem to be par-
ticularly inappropriate to carry on
business as usual with the apartheid
regime. While all forms of dictatorship
and tyranny are objectionable, there is
something especially repulsive about a
system of tyranny based on the doc-
trine of racial exclusion because that
idea strikes in a very fundamental and
insidious way at the dignity of human
beings.

I believe it is now up to the Congress
to point us toward a fundamentally
different course in our relations with
South Africa, a course which serves
both our sense of national purpose
and our national interest, which is
consistent with our own commitment
to individual freedom and recognizes
the reality of eventual majority rule in
that nation.e
@ Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to have the op-
portunity to participate in this special
order on the lack of firm action by the
Reagan administration against the
practice of apartheid by the South Af-
rican Government.

On taking office in 1981, the Reagan
administration formulated the policy
of constructive engagement to encour-
age peaceful change away from apart-
heid in South Africa. But treating this
odious practice in such a benign
manner is like treating terminal
cancer with laetrile. It just doesn't
work.

The South African Government op-
erates under an entrenched system of
institutional racism, in open defiance
of any standard of civilized society.
Yet the Reagan administration still
prefers to adhere to its misguided
policy and to reward this inhuman
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South African Government by making
it the United States’ largest trading
partner and by becoming the second-
largest foreign investor in South
Africa.

Through apartheid, the South Afri-
can Government allows a minority of
4.5 million whites to deny 22 million
black South Africans their basic
human rights. Black South Africans
cannot vote. They cannot run for po-
litical office to have a voice in their
own destiny. The South African Gov-
ernment’s homelands policy has re-
sulted in over 9 million black South
Africans being stripped of their citi-
zenship in the land of their own birth.
The South African Government has
increased its oppression of trade
unions. Its policies have resulted in
the death of blacks fighting for their
rights and for their ever-elusive free-
dom. A virtual police state exists in
South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, we must raise our
voices loudly and clearly in opposition
to the unconscionable practice of
apartheid and to the Reagan adminis-
tration’s policy. Constructive engage-
ment is not the answer. Tolerance of
apartheid is not the answer. We must
remember the oppressed black South
Africans longing for their freedom and
for the respect they deserve. We must
speak for them and to agitate on their
behalf. Our national values and inter-
ests mandate that we take up the
cause of those longing to be free of the
shackles of their oppressors. It is our
moral responsibility.

We can help break the back of
apartheid by breaking the grip of
those who foster that obnoxious prac-
tice. We must remember the human
beings for whom and with whom we
fight. We must keep them and their
indomitable spirit in our hearts and
minds. We can have an effect by op-
posing administration policy and by
passing stong antiapartheid legisla-
tion, which I endorse wholeheartedly.
We can do that by expressing our
views and by pressing unceasingly
against the relentless wall of apart-
heid.

South African bishop Desmond
Tutu, recipient of the 1984 Nobel Prize
for Peace, has said that no amount of
repression can contain the millions of
black South Africans who are deter-
mined to be free. Let us join them in
their determination and their efforts.
We must stand with them, hands
joined, in unity of spirit, for a cause
that is right. One day they will be
free, and I, for one, want to help
hasten that day.e
® Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join with
my colleagues in supporting H.R. 1460,
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985.

South Africa is the only country in
the world that practices legally man-
dated racism. The United States
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cannot associate itself with a govern-
ment that oppresses 23 million of its
citizens. As the champion of democra-
cy, freedom, and human rights in the
world, we must demonstrate our ab-
horrence and repugnance for apart-
heid.

The effects of apartheid are devas-
tating. In the past 35 years, 3 million
black, 800,000 mix race, and 400 Indian
South African citizens have been forc-
ibly removed from their land. As a
result of poor sanitary conditions, low
standards of nutrition, and the lack of
sufficient hospitals and doctors in the
so-called homelands, infant mortality
among blacks is as high as 200 per
1,000 live births (among whites, it is 15
per 1,000 live births). The poor living
conditions also give blacks a life ex-
pectancy of 57 years as compared with
70 years for whites.

Some of South Africa’s principal ex-
ports include diamonds, uranium,
metals, metallic ores, and gold. Yet, a
black mineworker earns an average of
$136 a month, while his white counter-
part earns an average of $750 a month.
The South African Government
spends $7 on each white student’s edu-
cation for every $1 spent on a black
student’'s education. Since August
1984, over 270 blacks have been killed,
and over 4,500 blacks have been arrest-
ed.

South Africa’s black majority is
denied the right to citizenship, the
right to national political participa-
tion, the right to choose where one
will live and work, and the right of
free assembly to petition the govern-
ment for a redress of grievances.

It is quite obvious that the Reagan
administration’s policy of constructive
engagement is not working. The South
African Government recently estab-
lished a new constitution that does not
even acknowledge the very existence
of black South Africans.

We must make it clear to the South
African Government and to the rest of
the world that we find apartheid total-
ly unacceptable. We must do more
than say we don't like apartheid.

My colleague, Mr. Gray, of Pennsyl-
vania, has introduced a bill that will
impose economic sanctions against the
South African Government. H.R. 1460
prohibits loans to the South African
Government, prohibits all new invest-
ment in South Africa and Namibia,
bans the importation of krugerrands
into the United States, and prohibits
computer sales to the South African
Government. These sanctions demon-
strate our abhorrence and repugnance
for such oppression.

I have joined as a cosponsor of H.R.
1460, and I hope that this body will
take favorable action on this impor-
tant measure without delay. It is time
for the United States to take a strong
and clear stand against apartheid.e
e Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, today, I
would like to join with my colleagues
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in bringing attention to the adminis-
tration’s continued support of the
racist and brutal policies of the Gov-
ernment of South Africa. In face of
the administration’s tacit approval of
the apartheid policies in South Africa,
I believe citizens all across our Nation
must make known to their lawmakers
that it is unacceptable to continue to
have close relations with a country
where human rights are denied to 73
percent of the population because of
their race. In their own country,
South African blacks must carry
passes at all times; they cannot vote;
they cannot own property in the
“white areas” which comprise 87 per-
cent of the country; they are barred
from making any economic progress;
and many have to live apart from
their families.

U.S. citizens must object loudly
against our Nation's economic power
reinforcing a government that fre-
quently displays brutal violence to-
wards its citizens—shooting and killing
innocent people who feel compelled to
demonstrate against the injustices of
the white-supremacist government of
South Africa.

The Reagan administration speaks
of the importance of constructive en-
gagement, and is an enthusiastic ap-
plauder of South African President
Botha's tepid and cosmetic reforms.
Our citizens must ask out loud, “What
have 4 years of this so-called construc-
tive engagement brought”’?

If at the highest level of our Govern-
ment there is silence and inaction,
then our national objection to the
policy of apartheid and the Govern-
ment of South Africa must begin at
the grass roots level, for our national
patience is fast running out.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to say that
the city council of my hometown of
San Jose, CA, on April 2, 1985, voted
to begin banning investment of city
money in South African Government,
in corporate securities, and in Ameri-
can firms that have subsidiaries in
South Africa. I commend the council
for their action for I believe they
voted their conscience in passing this
measure. I hope my colleagues in the
House will follow their example when
legislation comes to the floor which
seeks to make it the policy of the
United States to condemn and seek
eradication of the policy of apartheid
through specific prohibitions and re-
strictions on loans, investments and
exports to South Africa.e
® Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend my colleagues BARNEY
Frank and Mickey LeLanp for bring-
ing this very important special order
to the floor of the House. It is timely
and necessary.

Racism in any form is a repugnant
thing. In this century it has taken on
many disguises, and has often been
perpetuated by the mechanisms of
20th century ideological praxis. Mil-
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lions of lives have been lost or ruined
because of the excesses of Stalinism,
Nazism, religious hatred, and ethnic
programs. This is a unique characteris-
tic of modern man, unmatched since
the religious wars of the Middle Ages.

Apartheid is the latest manifestation
of State-sponsored racism. Nonwhites
do not share the fruits of the rich nat-
ural wealth of South Africa, and have
been denied basic political freedom.
Dozens of protesters have been shot
by the security forces, and no end is in
sight.

Apartheid will not end of its own vo-
lition. Pretoria must be convinced that
the world community will end all eco-
nomic and political ties unless apart-
heid is ended. Only in this way will
change come to South Africa.

Ronald Reagan has not only refused
to condemn apartheid, but has given it
aid and comfort. Constructive engage-
ment is nothing more than appease-
ment, and has gotten us nowhere. It is
quite clear to me, Mr. Speaker, that
the United States will be tainted by
this appeasement unless we change
our course.

I have reason to hope for a change
in American policy. We are witnessing
a grassroots movement against con-
structive engagement. Most recently,
students at Columbia University in my
congressional district have bravely
protested Columbia’s investments in
companies doing business in South
Africa. In this spirit of hope, I would
like to submit the following article
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

[From the New York Times, Apr, 13, 19851

PROTESTS AT COLUMBIA: STUDENTS AND THE
IssuEs HAVE CHANGED SINCE THE 60's

(By Michael Oreskes)

Columbia students are sitting-in on the
steps of Hamilton Hall again, just as they
did in something called “the 60's"—a phrase
that conjures both a time and a state of
mind.

To some, these new protests at Columbia
University are like the buds of spring on the
quadrangle, the first signs of a new student
activism after a long winter.

But these are very different times, others
say. The issues are different, the attitudes
are different—the only thing that is really
the same is the building.

Yet that earlier time is a presence, none-
theless, that in tangible ways is influencing
what happens today.

To the students, the Columbia protests of
the spring of 1968 are a received memory,
something they learn about almost the way
they learn of such events as the assassina-
tion of President John F. Kennedy or the
war in a land called Vietnam, It is a legacy
they may not have fully understood at first
and would now just as soon separate them-
selves from.

To the university administration, the pro-
tests—in which the police were called to
clear out students who had occupied Hamil-
ton Hall and four other buildings—are a
specter and a lesson, a symbol of how badly
things can go wrong when mishandled.

In 1968, the protests focused at first on
defense-related research, then broadened to
issues including support for the Harlem
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community’s objections to a gymnasium Co-
lumbia was planning for Morningside Park.

In 1985, the students have taken the steps
of Hamilton Hall to demand that Columbia
University, which has an endowment of just
under a billion dollars, withdraw $32.5 mil-
lion invested in companies doing business
with South Africa because of its policy of
apartheid.

The university has already restricted its
investments, but it is reluctant to simply
write off many of America's biggest corpora-
tions.

The protest comes as opponents of the
South African government almost daily
offer themselves up for arrest at the South
African consulates in New York and Wash-
ington, on a charge of what could be called
trespassing with intent to end apartheid.

The Columbia students, conducting the
first real sit-in anyone can remember on the
campus since the end of the Vietnam War,
say they are prepared to be arrested, too, in
the same peaceful fashion. They have even
tried to negotiate with the university on
terms for the arrests.

But they have underestimated the impact
of history. Calling the police on campus is,
in the words of one senior administrator,
“anathema” to much of the Columbia facul-
ty and administration who remember the
fire last time.

The administrators who run Columbia
cannot help but have in mind the events of
the spring of 1968 when thousands of stu-
dents participated in what was variously de-
scribed as an uprising, a protest, a rebellion
or a riot.

The students seized five buildings, and
after a week of indecision, mediation and
debate, the college president, Dr. Grayson
Kirk, asked the police onto the campus in
the dead of night to clear the buildings.

The result was awful, everyone now
agrees. The students resisted. The police of-
ficers used fists and nightsticks. Many stu-
dents were injured, and hundreds were ar-
rested.

There was & law professor on campus that
spring named Michael 1. Sovern. After the
clash between the police and students, Pro-
fessor Sovern was named to head a 10-
member faculty committee that, to state it
simply, was given the job of putting Colum-
bia back together.

Today, Professor Sovern is Columbia’s
president. He is the one who must decide
what to do about the students on the steps
of Hamilton Hall.

Knowing history is not the same as learn-
ing the lessons of history, or even knowing
which lessons to learn. Dr. Sovern points
this out to acquaintances by reminding
them that a cat that sits on a hot stove will
never sit on a hot stove again, but neither
will it sit on a cold stove.

Dr. Kirk was criticized for calling the
police. But he was also criticized for not
calling them sooner, thus allowing the situa-
tion to build to a crisis.

Dr. Sovern and his aides are watching
Hamilton Hall closely. But there is little
sign of crisis on the campus. Most students
are going about business as usual.

That is one difference. Perhaps even more
important, the students on the steps of
Hamilton Hall, almost all of them under-
graduates, are very different from the earli-
er protesters.

If there is one word that everyone uses to
describe the students on the steps of Hamil-
ton Hall, today it is “disciplined.” Their pro-
test has been neatly organized to draw max-
imum attention with minimum disruption.
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They have even computerized all of their
statements and the statements of the ad-
ministration “so we can respond gquickly,”
said Wally Hays, who oversees the desktop
computer used by the protesters.

These students are not fighting the gener-
ational war of their predecessors. “These
students are often very close to their par-
ents,” said Dennis Dalton, a Barnard politi-
cal-science professor who has been advising
several students. He said many of the stu-
dents felt considerable pressure from par-
ents to end the protest.

The college and the world of adults is not
their enemy. “We don’t hate President
Sovern,” said David Goldiner, a 20-year-old
protest leader who remembers being
wheeled to anti-Vietnam war protests in a
stroller. “We think we have a better argu-
ment than he does.”

Dr. Sovern met this week with five of the
protesters, who had been conducting a fast.
Anyone steeped in the campus culture of
the 60’s might have expected tension and in-
vective. Instead, they had two hours of
high-level discussion, said Eric Foner, a his-
tory professor who accompanied them.

Professor Foner and others say that far
from being an exception to the career-
minded students who have become preva-
lent on campus, the protesters are quite
concerned about the danger the protest
holds to their academic careers and their
chances for getting into good professional
schools.

The students have clearly succeeded in
getting attention for their cause, and there
are beginning to be demonstrations on other
campuses.

What they have not been able to do, at
least yet, is rally the student body behind
them. In 1968, a few hundred students occu-
pied buildings, but hundreds more, maybe
thousands, milled and marched outside in
support,

“In 1968 you had a spark thrown in a tin-
derbox,"” said Diane Ravitch, an historian of
American education. Protesters, she sug-
gested, were able to tap a deep well of dis-
content then. “Here,” she said, “There's the
spark but there is no tinderbox."e

MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED
ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GonNzaLEZ] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue on my advice to the privileged
orders, which, as I have said, include
first and foremost my colleagues. We
happen to find ourselves at a critical
moment in our hierarchial, societal po-
sition in one of the pinnacle points of
privilege. But mostly to those real
wielders of power, the real privileged
orders, which today in America repre-
sent those forces that ensconced in an
unaccountable way to the people in
basic violation of the basic tenets that
gave rise to our form of government
under the Constitution that is opera-
tive today, are wielding the power of
war and peace; the American standard
of living; the doom or the extinction of
millions of our small business exter-

prises.
To these privileged orders I address,
and continue to address my remarks, I
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had intended to begin by continuing
what I left somewhat unfinished yes-
terday with respect to this peculiar sit-
uation that brings us full circle in
America back to the 200-year-ago
point and just almost on the eve of our
bicentennial celebration of the Gov-
ernment that we enjoy today. So many
Americans think that we had a bicen-
tennial in 1976; the truth is that our
form of government will not have a
200th birthday until 1989.

There is nothing, I might point out
to my colleagues, that vouchsafes the
continuity or the permanence of this
form of government. We take it for
granted, true. But we better start
working at it.

I was starting to begin on that
premise when I joined, just a few min-
utes ago, in some of the discussion
that the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts, who, with his un-
matched wit and incisive intellect has
s0 eloquently pointed out and has, I
think, removed some of the obscuran-
tism of the current President and his
regime in the trappings that they have
tried to provide in guise of a policy,
but which in effect is no policy at all. I
am very grateful to the gentleman
from Massachusetts for at least point-
ing out the incoherency, if not the
actual hypocrisy and outright insincer-
ity, in what is being uttered and what
is being done.

I wanted to take this point to pick
up on that matter having to do with
our relations and our present cata-
strophic course in Central America,
specifically. But generally toward
those countries that share the destiny
south of the border with us, beginning
with the Republic of Mexico.

In the first place, we cannot contin-
ue to indulge in the misperceptions
that still prevail in the minds of the
overwhelmingly and preponderant
number of Americans in and out of
the Congress, in and out of the White
House. Also, the reference to the situ-
ation or the anomolous position and
conflicting position of the administra-
tion and its spokesmen with respect to
the situation in Central America with
specific reference to the Republic of
Nicaragua, and the South African
country or government or republic.

It reminded me very much, I wanted
my colleague from Texas and my dis-
tinguished colleague from Massachu-
setts to hear this because in 1957, as a
freshman member of the State Senate
of Texas, at a time before the name
Martin Luther King was heard, I got
up and filibustered, I used the instru-
mentality that had really been born in
the Texas State Senate; not in the
U.S. Senate. The unlimited rule of
debate and the filibuster, as it got to
be called popularly, really had its
birth in that great institution known
as the Texas State Senate.
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We were facing that particular year
the massive group of resistance bills
that had emanated out of the State of
Virginia and had wended its course
through the 11 Confederate States. I
might say that the record will show
that it was only in the Texas Legisla-
ture where they were even debated. In
the Arkansas Legislature, for example,
the 16 basic measures were approved
in about 16 minutes. So that when I
got up, took the floor, held it continu-
ously without cease and without sit-
ting for a total of some 26% hours, and
then combined with a senior member
at that time, but a recent former col-
league of ours in the Congress, Mr.
Abraham Kazen, we filibustered and
tied up the Senate a total of 36 hours,
and we ended up in enabling the
Senate to approve only 2 of the 16.

But the arguments that were ad-
vanced were identical to what you
heard here today. Now, I cannot evoke
that atmosphere: The sounds, the
smells, the hatred, the putredness of
outworn prejudicies encrusted into the
law. I had first seen that on the city
council level of San Antonio, where we
had the same thing. Astoundedly, I
was the one that had a hand in the
first so-called Supreme Court decision
that was the beginning of the so-called
civil rights, and that was the unconsti-
tutionality of restrictive covenants in
the alienation of property based on
race, color, creed, or nationality.

At that time it was very popular a
practice in San Antonio and in Texas
generally, but particularly in that
part, and more virulently in east
Texas, to have in the master deed
records with the county clerk, filed
these restrictive covenants that read:

“If at any time this property, either
through diseason or alienation or sale
or inheritance or bequeath, should
become an ownership in the hands of
a Negro or a Mexican,” and in some
sporadic instances they also included
the word Jew, “then the original title,
that is the title to this land, shall
revert to the original grantor.” That is
the one who had originally filed the
master deeds when he or she proceed-
ed to develop plats of land or what we
call today developments or subdevel-
opments.
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So that here we were in the glorious
year of our Lord 1947, while in the law
school I had studied that very diligent-
ly and then after the war, and subse-
quent to 1946, I read with great inter-
est in a law journal that the black
group in St. Louis, MO, had raised the
magnificent sum of $250,000 in order
to prosecute the case of restrictive cov-
enants through the judiciary and were
headed for the Supreme Court.

Now, in San Antonio, we had had,
some of us, the same experiences that
were customary and were encrusted
into the State statutes known as Jim
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Crow laws, and the other State consti-
tutional provisions that called for
strict segregation up and down the
line. We were no different from South
Africa. The antimiscegenation laws
were criminal culpability in nature,
and in the city of San Antonio, lo and
behold, I organized what was known as
the first, sponsored Mexican-Ameri-
can—even though I hate hyphenated
names, I will use this for descriptive
purposes—businessmen. These were
relatively young men who had some-
how or other remained in San Antonio
during the war and they were able to
profit, and some of them reached the
great position of being either million-
aires or near-millionaires. So after the
war I thought it was time that the
people of Mexican origin do more than
just sit back and whine and complain
about discrimination.

As I say and repeat, in some areas,
including San Antonio at that time,
and particularly before the war, we
faced, and especially those who had a
darker texture of their skins, and in
my family, as I said once before here, 1
am the lightest complexioned in the
family, so that I shared some experi-
ences that were directed to my broth-
ers and my sister that unfortunately 1
would be spared because the individual
prohibiting entry say to the skating
rink on St. Mary Street, or to the
swimming pool at San Pedro Park, or
further over in New Braunfels, TX, to
the Land Apart, and before that, well,
later it became a State park so we
were able to proscribe that kind of
practice, but at that time I had the ex-
perience of having these individuals
say, “All right, we do not allow Mexi-
cans.” Then they would look at me
and say, “Well, you are all right be-
cause you are Spanish.”

This is the reason I do not like this
word Hispanic today, even though it
offends some of my colleagues of
Puerto Rican and Cuban descent who
are generally classified as Hispanics. 1
do not like it because the people who
did not want to be associated with that
distasteful appellation, even though
they emerged from the same group,
would say they were not Mexican;
they were Spanish, Hispanic. So I have
this inbred dislike for that word, even
though it is a very noble word. In
Spanish it is a word that is very beau-
tiful, Hispanidad. It is a beautiful
word, but nevertheless, in order to
come up to today, because what I
heard here from some of the Con-
gressmen is reminiscent, and some of
the things that have been put out by
the PR people of the South African
Government are identical to what we
were told during the filibuster by pre-
eminent associates in the State senate
and by the State senate leaders then
and the State leaders generally in
Texas.

But in San Antonio, my baptism of
fire began my first year on the city
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council, because before I ran for the
city council, before I even thought I
would be in politics, I had organized a
Pan American Progressive Association.
I was trying to get some social con-
science responsibility and some social
conscience out of some of these newly
rich businessmen, and they did. They
came across mostly because they knew
my family, knew my father, and they
thought that anybody the son of Don
Unitas was going to be all right.

The first thing they found was that
I got involved in some of the then
crises. For instance, I had a returning
veteran of World War II by the last
name of Trevino who came to me and
said, “I wanted to buy a home with my
savings and my mustering-out pay.
Over here in this new development
that is just under construction, near
Woodlawn Park, and the developer
there and the people who are going to
sell the homes said they could not sell
to me because I am Mexican.”

Well, at first it seemed very difficult
to accept that, but it was true. Then I
found that their reason was they could
not give him a clear title because of
these master deed records and these
instruments that were so basic and
would not allow a title guaranty com-
pany to give what they call an un-
clouded title.

So then I was pondering that situa-
tion when here comes a very humble
little gentleman, one of those salt-of-
the-earth who are commonly called
Mexicans, but who was, like the over-
whelming, preponderant majority, just
asking for tranquility, to work hard,
earn a living, provide for the family,
find a roof, provide food and clothing.
All of the sons of this man, whose
name was Abdon Puente, had been in
the service. One of them had come
back and had befriended a buddy.
They had fought together. They had
been on the same team beginning back
when the 36th Texas Division was
mustered in, and they were in Italy at
Anzio, and when they came out, this
buddy of his was not Mexican-Ameri-
can, his last name was Humphrey, and
he happened to have a little family
house. He was totally a 100-percent
disabled veteran. He had great need
for $3,000 in cash. The little home he
had was in what they call the Palo
Alto addition in San Antonio. It was
originally known as the Mayfield sub-
division. This was named after an indi-
vidual who was very famous after
World War I in our stretch of the
woods, and his name was Earl B. May-
field, who ran in 1920 as a candidate of
the Ku Klux Klan Party and won. So
one of those who was close to him was
a businessman who also bore an illus-
trious name. He was the one who had
the title vested in him by virtue of the
master deed records. So when Hum-
phrey said in good faith, “I will sell to
you, young Puente,” and the Puente
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family dreamed of having a little
home, because all they had had was a
lean-to shack, so upon this young vet-
eran’s return and his buddy saying, “I
will sell,” they gave him the $3,000 in
cash, which Mr. Humphrey immedi-
ately spent.

Lo and behold here comes Mr.
Puente, the father, with his hat in his
hand, and said, “Mr., Gonzalez, I have
been told that maybe you could help
us,” and then he laid out a notice, a
filed notice, that had been served on
him by the deputy sheriff in which he
was asked to appear before the district
court. At that time it was known as
the 37th district court, in Bexar
County, and to show cause why an in-
junction should not be honored.
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The injunction was filed by the gen-
tleman who had inherited the master
deed titles to all of those develop-
ments and homes in the Earl B. May-
field Park Subdivision, and what he
was saying was: “Look, you not only
are going to lose your money, you
have to turn that house over to me be-
cause you, Mr. Puente, are a Mexican,
and this is a restriction.”

I then checked with Mr. Humphrey,
who said, yes, that the title company
had informed him that there was a
cloud, but he did not understand what
that was nor did they explain the
nature of the cloud.

So the next thing I did, I said, “Mr.
Puente, you have to have an attorney
to file an answer. Otherwise you lose
by default.”

He said, “I have no money."

I picked up the phone and called a
friend, a very benevolent lawyer, a
Mexican-American lawyer, one of the
very few at that time in San Antonio,
and he said, “Henry, I can't practice
really adequately and competently in
district court, I just reserve my prac-
tice to the lower courts, municipal
court”—what they used to call the cor-
poration court—"“and maybe a county
court of law case now and then, frank-
ly.”
“Well,” I said, “I don’t know who I
can get that will do it free.”

He said, “Well, I tell you what,
maybe I can recommend somebody.”
And we talked to somebody and they
said, “No, we can't do it for free.”

So I, being a law school graduate,
told the lawyer, “Look, I'll prepare the
answer if you will use your name as
the attorney of record,” which he did.
I said, “Just to hold up the case, be-
cause it is coincidental, but I know this
case in point is ultimately going to
land in the Supreme Court if it hasn't
already. All we want to do is ask for a
postponement, and the immediate re-
quest is to pass the hearing on the pre-
liminary injunction over for 30 days.”

That was done, but when the 30 days
was up, we had the same dilemma of
finding a lawyer. To his eternal credit,
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one of the most illustrious legal minds
I have known and had the privilege of
knowing, now Judge Carlos Cadena,
who is one of the judges on the fourth
court of appeals and is celebrating his
20th anniversary on that court this
week—and I wish to take this opportu-
nity to salute him—he was then not
too long out of law school, like I, and
he was trying to make ends meet, but
he said, “I'll do everything possible to
help. The only thing is you're going to
have to find some way of paying for
the filing fees and some of the inciden-
tal court costs.”

I said, “Don't worry about it,
Carlos.”

Judge Cadena is a constitutional
expert. In the University of Texas Law
School he was an honor student, and
everybody ranked him as one of those
brilliant legal minds that developed
his talent along constitutional law
lines.

Well, the rest is history because we
delayed it. But in the meanwhile the
newspapers found out about it, and
the Board of the Pan-American Pro-
gressive Association called me in and
said, “We understand you're involving
us in this."”

And I said, “No, not yet, because we
haven’t gotten the bill for the court
costs, but it is my hope to do so soon.”

They said, “No, because the newspa-
pers mentioned that what this does, it
is going to put us in there with the
nigger.”

And remember, that when I filibus-
tered the race bills in the State senate
in 1957, the words used on the senate
floor were not Negro, they were not
black, they were plain old Texas
nigger, except that the newspapers
were very kind to those senators and
they cleaned up the language and sub-
stituted the word, “Negro.” But when
I faced that, I heard one of the sena-
tors say, “Will you yield?” And I said,
“Yes, for a question.”

And he said:

“You don't know the niggers like I do. In
my district we have more niggers than we
have whites, and they don’t want to inter-
marry, and that is what you want.

I was reminded of that because of
the recent PR poop put out by the
South Africans saying that we are
thinking of making it noncriminal to
violate the miscegenation statutes, and
I remember the senator saying that.

Then I said, “Senator, I will reply to
you. Those who have cynical ideas as
to why I am arising, we live in a cyni-
cal world. If you do anything, you are
supposed to have an angle, either po-
litical or some kind of self-aggrandiz-
ing angle.”

I said, “In my case let me tell you
this; I know that I am a novice, I know
that I am an amateur politician, but I
have enough brains to know the logis-
tics of the situation in my district.”

At that time the State senatorial dis-
trict consisted of the entire county,
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just like in my first 8 years in this
House my district was the entire
county. I had the second-largest dis-
trict in the Nation.

Anyway, there I was answering the
senator, and I said, ‘“Senator, in my
county the citizens, the Americans,
the fellow San Antonians of black de-
scent, don't constitute, and never
have, even 8 percent of the total popu-
lation, so there certainly couldn't be
any political mileage in that.”

As a matter of fact, when I got up
and fought the bill, the resolutions, or
the ordinances in the city council in
1954, I was considered a kamikaze, a
suicide, a political suicide, and this is
what I was told in the State senate.

I said, “Senator, look these San An-
tonians may be less than 8 percent,
but I have had a great chance to get
around my district and meet them,
and the thing that strikes me is that
per capita I would say they are the
most religious of any in my county,
but in all of my goings and comings
the clear thing I have seen, just as
clearly and perceptively and limpidly
and as purely as anything could be,
was their desire to be brothers, not
brothers-in-law.”

So I can see the psychology behind
the South African Government in
saying, “Well, you know, we’ll loosen
up and maybe we'll allow some misceg-
enation,” because I can just see the
impact it will have on a lot of those
Southern minds that always feared,
first, that it has to be come Commu-
nist plot if we were trying to fight
those segregatory bills, or, plot if we
were trying to fight those segregatory
bills, or second, if they could not prove
that—and there was no way they
could; in fact, I have never been to
Russia, I have never belonged to any
organization any more questionable
than the Lions Club or the Optimists
Club or the Holy Name Society of the
Cathedral parish into which I was
born, and so they could not make a
case out of that—there had to be some
other reason.

So the reason was that he is getting
some political mileage. But then, as I
answered the senator, that would have
been foolhardy.

It is the same thing today. It is no
different. Those who struggled in the
civil rights days in the fifties and six-
ties, but especially in the sixties, so
often said that freedom is not free,
and the truth is that freedom is never
won permanently. Every generation
has to fight the fight in its own way
under the peculiar environment of
that particular generation.

This is what the fight is today, I say
to my colleagues. Our involvement
south of the border fails to distinguish
between the Old World as it was and
the New, and it is not even the same
world today as it was, say, in 1960. As I
have said, as great an admirer and sup-
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porter as I was of President John F.
Kennedy, if he were the President
today and he were to try to sell the Al-
liance for Progress, it would not take
in today’s Latin America. We will use
that lump word. And the reason is
that the Alliance for Progress was
really unilateral. Though the spirit
behind it was collective, it was per-
mised on what was said at Punta del
Este when the Alliance for Progress
was unveiled, and that is that we are
coequals. No matter how large we are
and no matter how small, the smallest
country here, we said that we are
going to work with you on a parity.
But since then what we have now—
and I think it is due to these misper-
ceptions, lack of knowledge, and abys-
mal ignorance, is that we do not see
ourselves other than as we have
learned our history in this part of
North America.
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When we say we are Americans, we
not only antagonize the people that
share the new world to the south of
us, but also north of us. I recently had
a letter from a Canadian who had re-
acted to one of these presentations
and said, “As a North American—" and
I resent very much America's exclu-
siveness in trying to segregate itself as
the only Americans around, so he con-
siders himself a North American; but
south of the border this is the way we
are described, those “North Ameri-

Now, the history there in our rela-
tions has been as late as 1929 Calvin
Coolidge’s invasion of Nicaragua and
our keeping troops there for almost 10
years until we had trained the Nation-
al Guard and installed the Somoza
regime, the most dictatorial, the most
tyrannical, the most corrupt of any
land at any time. We are the ones that
imposed it and kept it up. It was not
Russia. It was not England. It was not
France. It was not any other country
but the United States of America.

We did not hear anyone talk about
freedom of the press, freedom from
such things as torture and political ex-
termination. I did not hear any leader;
in fact, I heard great leaders like
Franklin Roosevelt take a very cyni-
cal, a very uncharacteristic pose when
they described Somoza in these words,
and this was FDR. It was not Ronald
Reagan, but I am almost sure the
President's mind set in such that he
would appreciate what FDR said, re-
ferring to Nicaragua, referring to
Somoza during World War II. He said,
“Yes, I know he is an S.0.B., but he is
our S.0.B."”

This is a cynicism that we can ill
afford to continue to harbor any more
than we can continue to harbor the
misperceptions that I see obviously re-
flected during the debates.

The reason is simple. The reason is
that unless we discern what is happen-
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ing, now, if we are upset by what is
happening and has happened thus far
in the smallest country in El Salvador
where after $2 billion of direct aid in
less than 4 years we are back to square
one and if we are where we are in the
case of Nicaragua where we have liter-
ally impelled them, where the Presi-
dent’s position as enunciated just 2
weeks ago was, “Look, drop dead or I
will kill you.” This is the way the
world is interpreting America’'s posi-
tion.

I think it is time we divest ourselves
of these misperceptions, because they
will be and continue to be highly
costly, not only in Treasury, but in
blood. Not only that, but because it
will be that we will forever make of
the new world a replica of the old
world with its ancient hatreds and ani-
mosities and inbred dislikes and horri-
ble, horrible examples of wars, enter-
nal wars, vast wars, killing wars, de-
structive wars, because that country to
the south of us is entirely different.
The world has shrunk. They know
there is hope.

These teeming masses that now in
the aggregate outnumber the total
population of the United States, and
this has been frue only in the last
decade and a half, are no longer going
to take the oppression, the tyranny,
the hunger.

Just think, in Honduras where we
are occupying now and we had and I
want to point out to my colleague
from Texas that was here a while ago
[Mr. LELanDp], if he happens to be up
in his room watching this on the
closed circuit TV, that I was the only
one who protested the Governor of
Texas, Mark White, sending in the
Texas National Guard. Even the Gov-
ernor of California had more sense
and refused to do it, even though he is
a Republican; but our Governor in
Texas not only sent the Texas Nation-
al Guard, the are still down there on
this Operation Pine Tree, which will
probably terminate around May 3 and
a lot is going to happen between now
and then; but in selecting the compo-
nent guard elements, the commander
said they were going to go to the
Southwest and to the Valley of Texas
where the density of the word they
use this day ‘“Hispanies,” which as I
have said before, I dislike, because if
anybody is going to call me anything,
then they ought to say Mexican. I
have never liked hyphenated Ameri-
canism and I have long thought when
it was not politically popular to do so
to say, “Look, we are either Americans
or we are not, and if we are not, then I
want to know what I am.” That has
been my position since I can remember
and it offended some people. The pro-
fessional ethnics, who all they know
how to do and earn a living doing it is
beating the ethnic drums, the racial
tom-toms, and I have never believed
that. I have believed in fighting for
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the guarantees that American consti-
tutional freedom gives us, without re-
spect to race, color, or creed.

I would have taken the same posi-
tion on the city council or in the State
senate at that time. Remember, this
was before Martin Luther King was
even a name that anybody heard and
where we had very, very intrenched fe-
rocious feelings.

I had to face a pistolero, that is a
gunman that the East Texas White
Citizens Council sent over. It was so
foolish, because he walked over to the
capital and somehow or another con-
fronted me and I just told him to his
face, I said, “Mister, I think you ought
to know, I come from the west side of
San Antonio. I know you have got that
gun there under your coat, but you
take one step to me or you make one
menacing move and I am going to strip
you of that gun and kill you with it.”
That was the only way I knew, coming
up the rough way, to handle the situa-
tion.

The captain of the Austin police
force called and wanted to know if I
would want protective custody and I
said no. In the first place, I commuted.
I did not have money to live in Austin
during the sessions, so I used to drive.
I would eat breakfast at home, get in
my car and drive to the State senate
meeting. I would be back and eat
supper with my family and sleep at
home. It did a lot of things, including
making me invulnerable to the lobby-
ists who would usually try to get you
at suppertime at the old Driscoll Hotel
in Austin; so nobody knew what I
would do until the senate session
opened and I came in my car and went

So these things that 1 see today
really are kind of amateurish com-
pared to what we faced in Texas, It
was strange to see that just as in the
case of the board of directors of the
Pan American Progressive Association,
who said, “How dare you get us in-
volved with the nigger? You can't put
us on the same plane.”

Well, the reason was that the Mexi-
can-American if his skin was dark
enough, if he looked Indian, he would
get discriminated on a par, especially
in the rural areas with the blacks.
They lived no differently. They were
treated the same.

If you were blue eyed, light complex-
ioned like many Mexican-Americans
are and you became acceptable, well, it
was human nature. The leading law-
yvers of the day, with two exceptions,
Mexican-American lawyers who had
been accepted, one of them to the
Rotary Club, a couple to the down-
town Lions Club, well, they felt they
were acceptable. If they wanted to
continue to be acceptable, they would
have to acquire all the trappings of
prejudices that the dominant group
reflected.
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Well, lo and behold, today the ma-
jority in San Antonio—they were not
then—at that time I would say it was
around 42% percent, today the majori-
ty of the citizens, a little better than
51 or 52 percent, are Mexican-Ameri-
cans in the city.

0 1730

But that does not guarantee enlight-
enment and progressive government,
because the equal false notion that if
you are a minority member you are
downtrodden, and that you are virtu-
ous, and that your are going to be lib-
eral is, of course, a fallacy. What it
does reflect is the ignorance of the
people who use that kind of an ap-
proach of the people. They just do not
know people. Just like our leaders
clearly revealed to me their mispercep-
tions of what they call Latin America.
This is what the President revealed, it
will be 3 years in October, when he
went down to four of the South Amer-
ican countries and made the first
blooper in one country by saying he
was in another.

Well, you know, everybody can un-
derstand that, but I think the most
significant thing was when he came
back and landed in California and his
first explanation was “Gee, I didn't
know they were that different.”

Well, we had better start knowing it.
We had better start realizing history
from the perspective of development.

Our Thirteen Colonies when we read
American history as if those were the
Thirteen Colonies, actually we were a
part of 37. The others now form part
of that which we call Canada and
Nova Scotia and the like. But to the
south of us, by the time Plymouth
Rock became a historial note in our
books, in Mexico City you had had a
university and a printing press for
more than 150 years. So that unless
we understand the intricacies of the
historical developments, cultural, class
systems, we will continue to make seri-
ous errors, as we are indeed in other
parts of the world.

I do not think we would have made
the error of having lost 50,000 of our
American young, and untold billions of
treasury in Southeast Asia if our lead-
ers, both in and out of the Congress,
in the Oval Office, the Presidency,
had had a correct perception of the
real world, of this we call communism.

We also should learn that we have to
develop some kind of realization that
there is a vast difference between an
indigenous, that is a native civil war,
and one that brings into play through
external forces some ruling power, be-
cause our continuing our neglect in
that respect is fatal.

At this point I would introduce for
the Recorp, for instance, in view of
the dialog preceding me, a statement
and an analysis prepared by the Rev-
erend Father William R. Callahan,
who is here and heads what is known
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as the Quixote Center in Hyattsville,
MD. He is one of the most knowledge-
able and experienced men with respect
to Nicaragua specifically that I know
of in the United States. He not only
has served in missionary capacities, he
has done more than that; he has lived,
he has lived amongst, he has minis-
tered to, and he is intimately acquaint-
ed with the Nicaraguan people.

At this time I offer this prepared
summary, plus two articles that he
also gave to me appearing under the
sponsorship of the Quixote Center.
One of them is by Anthony Quainton
the former U.S. Ambassador to Nicara-
gua. It was extracted from a magazine
known a Sojourners, or March 1983.
And another “Religion in Nicaragua,”
the Catholic Institute for Internation-
al Relations of England, and published
under the auspices of the Quixote
Center.

The materials referred to follow:

CHURCH AND STATE IN NICARAGUA

Background—The Reagan Administra-
tion's suggestion that negotiations in Nica-
ragua take place under the mediation of the
Nicaraguan bishops is a seemingly attractive
option that needs reflection,

Nicaragua is a religious country, 85% of
the people profess Roman Catholicism.
Nicaraguans have a long history of docility
to their bishops.

The bishops eventually lined up against
Somoza, gave permission for priests and reli-
gious to serve in the new government, ac-
knowledged the right of the Sandinistas to
lead the new government (cf Nov. 1979 pas-
toral letter) then turned against the Sandi-
nistas, withdrew the permission for the
priests, and in the last three years have
fought the government charging it with
being Marxist. The bishops have protested
censorship, denounced the draft, (on ideo-
logical grounds, not religious, as serving the
Sandinistas party) and quarreled repeatedly
with the government.

On the other hand, the Sandinistas have
made constant efforts to dialogue with the
bishops, most recently after the 1984 elec-
tions when the bishops acknowledged that
the Sandinista party had won strong sup-

rt.

In weighing the Reagan proposal for epis-
:!?Dal mediation, several points need reflec-

on.

1. The Roman Catholic bishops, as a
whole, have taken a strong adversarial posi-
tion toward the Sandinista party and
toward the newly elected Nicaraguan gov-
ernment. They are not perceived as impar-
tial either inside Nicaragua or internation-

ally.

The bishops, while condemning the Sandi-
nistas for “ideological aggression,” have con-
sistently refused to condemn the contra vio-
lence. Archbishop Obando ¥ Bravo and
Bishop Vega, the two bishops to head the
Bishops Conference in the last three years,
have been especially hostile to the Nicara-
guan government and the Sandinista party.

In this they differ sharply from the per-
ception of neutrality reflected by Archbish-
op Rivera y Damas of El Salvador who Is
acting as a mediator in that country.

Thus the bishops appear to lack the ap-
pearance of neutrality which is necessary to
act as a mediator.

2. The struggle between the bishops and
the Nicaraguan government is essentially
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political, not religious, i.e. a struggle over
“turS”, not over religious freedom.

Even most opponents agree that the
church is far freer to worship, speak out
and oppose the government than during the
time of Somoza.

The intense involvement and backing of
government programs not only by many
priests and religious, but also by large num-
bers of Catholics in local communities is a
key dimension of support and legitimacy for
the Nicaraguan government.

The bishops appear to fear the Nicara-
guan government and its populist programs
as a threat to the institutional loyalty of
Catholics to their bishops.

3. Many religious opponents of the Nicara-
guan government suggest that Nicaragua
will become “another Cuba”.

The fact is that after almost 6 years, Nica-
ragua, economically, socially, politically and
religiously looks nothing like Cuba after
that same interval. After 6 years Cuban
churches had been closed or practice con-
fined to church buildings. Many religious
leaders had been driven out. Religious
schools had been closed. The Catholic
church had fought Castro, lost, and been
sharply reduced in scope and influence.

Exactly the opposite is true after six years
in Nicaragua. Churches of all denomina-
tions enjoy freedom of worship. The
churches are vigorous, as witnessed in the
public activity of those supporting the revo-
lution and those opposing it. Religious
schools are flourishing, and the intra-
church debates are vigorous.

4. The struggle in Nicaragua is not only
between the government and the bishops but
within the church community, i.e,, between
Catholics who oppose the revolution and
those powerful segments of the Catholic
commaunity that support the revolution.

In July, 1984, the Sandinistas expelled 10
foreign priests, apparently as a rebuff to
Archbishops Obando y Bravo who had led a
public demonstration in support of Fr. Pena
whom the government had charged to be a
“contra” agent. Yet the bishops have with-
drawn priestly faculties and forced out of
communities or out the country at least 30
priests and pastoral workers because they
supported the revolution.

5. The religious struggle in Nicaragua is a
microcosm of the larger struggle throughout
Latin America and the Roman Catholic
Church over liberation theology and its call
to align the church with the poor.

Traditional Latin American church alli-
ances have been with the middle/upper
class landed and business people and the
military, a “three-legged stool of stability”
for those societies. Liberation theology,
rising from reflection on the lived experi-
ence of the poor, has been given powerful
impetus by the bishops at Medellin (1968)
and Puebla (1879), It encourages the church
to make a preferential option for the poor
and to work to change the structures of so-
clety which bestow the bulk of the wealth
on a fraction of the people and keep the
vast majority of the people in misery.

A powerful struggle is emerging through-
out the Roman Catholic church over libera-
tion theology. Opponents charge that it is
Marxist and leads to a parallel “popular”
church which is not in unity with the bish-
ops. These charges are made in Nicaragua
where government programs find strong
support among those sectors of the church
which have been most motivated by libera-
tion theology.

Defenders insist that liberation theology
is not separatist, that it flows from the
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Bible, carries strong support from the
teaching of the second Vatican Council, and
has the support of Latin American bishops
in council at Medellin and Puebla.

The Brazilian bishops have powerfully
supported liberation theology and the
Christian communities in which it has been
grounded. The Nicaraguan bishops have
been opposed.

The Vatican has entered the struggle
against liberation theology with Cardinal
Ratzinger serving as the “point man"” for
the Vatican.

8. The Vatican's opposition to the Nicara-
guan revolution likewise denies il the neu-
immy needed to act as an effective media-
ar.

Judging from his words, Pope John Paul
II has apparently put his trust in advisers
who have labeled Nicaragua “Communist”
and likened it to his experience of Eastern
Europe.

In Managua the Pope used religious lan-
guage of “unity with your bishops” which
was understood to urge opposition to the
government. Combined with his refusal to
address the suffering experienced by the
people of Nicaragua, his preaching stirred
the crowd in its chant of “we want peace.”

There is no credible evidence that the
Sandinistas organized the crowd response,
knowing full well that any disturbance
would be detrimental to them in interna-
tional opinion.

The Vatican pressure on the priests to
leave the government is taken as a further
sign of Vatican hostility to the revolution
and the legitimacy which their presence
confers on the revolution.

CONCLUSIONS

A. The adversarial posture of Nicaragua's
Roman Catholic bishops toward the Sandi-
nistas and their refusal to condemn contra
violence denies the bishops the appearance
of impartiality necessary to act as mediators
in the conflict.

B. The Vatican’s posture of hostility to
the Nicaraguan government similarly pre-
cludes Vatican involvement in mediation.

C. Any Roman Catholic church mediation
would have to be sought from bishops out-
side the country who are not already com-
promised on the Nicaraguan revolution.

D. U.S. policymakers should avoid being
turned against the Nicaraguan revolution
by people who manipulate religious symbols
and events for political goals.

E. U.8. policymakers should be aware of
the worldwide struggle over liberation theol-
ogy and the political alliances of the various
parties in the struggle.—Prepared by Rev.
Wm. R. Callahan, 8.J.—Quixote Center.

POLITICAL STRUGGLES IN RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE

“Religion in Nicaragua is everybody’'s con-
cern,” according to Rev. Cesar Jerez, 8J,
former Jesuit provincial of Central America.
“Everything pervades religion and religion
pervades everything."”

Because this is true, political debate in
Nicaragua is often carried on in religious
language. Struggles over the legitimacy and
direction of the Sandinista revolution sur-
face as struggles over liberation theology,
the authority of bishops or the political role
of the clergy.

PRIESTS IN GOVERNMENT POSITIONS

The saga of four Nicaraguan priests who
hold prominent government posts is well
known. They were originally given permis-
sion to serve in public office by the Nicara-
guan bishops, but this was later modified to
permit continued services only if they did
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not perform priestly functions. It was final-
ly withdrawn completely in an attempt to
make them leave the government. Since the
four have continued to serve, the Vatican
has finally suspended them and has pres-
sured the Jesuits (successfully) to expel Fer-
nando Cardenal, the Minister of Education,
from the Jesuit order. One of the four,
Edgar Parrales, has asked for a formal dis-
pensation from the priesthood but it has
not yet been granted.

The hierarchy usually frames its concerns
about this matter in the context of canon
law which, in its newly revised form, forbids
priests to occupy government posts. The
priests speak of their gospel-based “prefer-
ential option for the poor” which they find
well expressed in the Sandinista revolution.

But in a country as Catholic as Nicaragua,
the presence of priests in high government
posts serves another function: it gives legiti-
macy to the revolution among believing
Catholics. Since it is well known that the
Nicaraguan bishops and the * * * making
the church the third leg of a “three-legged
stool” that propped up the social system of
a continent. With the 1968 Bishops’ Confer-
ence in Medellin, Colombia, the Latin Amer-
ican hierarchy announced a new solidarity,
a “preferential option for the poor.” That
option is basic to liberation theology and it
represents the direction of the Latin Amerl-
can Church for the last 20 years.

In Nicaragua, that “option for the poor” is
likewise the basis for the Sandinista revolu-
tion. Thus, for the Nicaraguan bishops to
inveigh against liberation theology is to con-
demn one of the very bases of the revolu-
tion itself. It calls into question the alliance
of the church with the struggles of the
poor.

Another element of the debate over lib-
eration theology involves Marxism.

MARXISM

The Nicaraguan bishops have long labeled
the Sandinistas ‘‘Marxists,” an accusation
designed to discredit the revolution in the
eyes of the Nicaraguan people. Liberation
theologians, on the other hand, maintain
that Marxist philosophy provides useful
tools for social and economic analysis, and
that Marx's ideas can be used in applying
the gospel to 20th century realities just as
the secular philosophy of Aristotle * * *.

CHRISTIAN BASE COMMUNITIES

Christian ‘“base communities” grew in
Nicaragua in the years before the Sandi-
nista triumph. They are formed by small
groups of believers who meet regularly to
reflect on the Scriptures in the light of
daily experience. Such reflection and prayer
convinced many formerly passive people
that the gospel called them to act for jus-
tice. It moved them away from & bellef that
“suffering now means happiness hereafter”
and empowered them to work to change a
social situation they once regarded as hope-
less. For many Nicaraguan Christians, these
communities were the beginning of their
option for the “revolutionary process.”

The Nicaraguan bishops and Pope John
Paul II have condemned such groups, label-
ing them a “popular” or “parallel” church.
Clergy supportive of the revolution who had
been working with such communities have
often been replaced with priests who are
least cool toward, if not downright opposed
to, the revolution. Both the bishops and the
Pope justify such moves by urging “public
unity with the pastors of the church"” or
“docility to church teaching."” They regard
these groups as out of the control of the hi-
erarchy.
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Like other religious struggles in Nicara-
gua, this one has political overtones. The
base communities are a strong base of sup-
port among the people for the revolution.
By making them appear as “outside the
fold,” the hierarchy seeks to discredit the
revolution, cause believing Christians to re-
think their commitment to the revolution,
and undermine an important base of legiti-
Ea.cy and populuar support for the revolu-

on.

OTHER STRUGGLES

Other ‘“religious” struggles in Nicaragua
likewise have strong political implications.
They have included debates over Catholic
education, the expulsion of foreign priests
and the military draft. Moreover, there is,
underneath it all, competition between
church and government for a limited pool of
talented leadership, especially among young
people.

Young people themselves are deeply af-
fected by the religious struggles. They have
long been staunch supporters of the revolu-
tion. Cesar Jerez notes that the “hierarchy’'s
distrust of the revolution is leading to a
greater falling off of church participation
gucilt!: young people than among

CONCLUSION

The most important implication of the re-
ligious struggle is the set of political alli-
ances it has created. By opposing the revo-
lution in terms similar to those voiced by
Washington, Archbishop Obando y Bravo of

has linked the Nicaraguan hier-
achy with U.S. interventionist policies. By
refusing to condemn the contras’ attacks on
the civilian population while denouncing
the Sandinista government, he has created
the suspicion that he really favors the
contra cause. By accusing the Nicaraguan
government of “Marxism,” he provides a
new ammunition to U.S. policymakers and
fuels the fears of Marxism that John Paul
II brings from his Polish experience.

Thus, the “religious’” struggles of Nicara-
gua have forged a political alliance between
church hierachy and the Reagan adminis-
tration which seeks to discredit the alliance
of many priests, religious and laity with the
Sandinista revolution. It is an ideological
struggle for the hearts and minds of Nicara-
guans waged in religious language for politi-
cal objectives.—Maureen Fiedler, Willlam R.
Callahan, and Dolores Pomerleau—Quixote
Center.

RELIGION IN NICARAGUA

As a popular movement in an overwhelm-
ingly Roman Catholic country, the Sandi-
nista revolution was supported by hundreds
of thousands of Catholics. It also had the
specifically Christian support of many
priests, religious and lay Catholics whose
work in the shanty-towns and rural areas
had given them first-hand experience of the
injustice and suffering inflicted by the
Somoza regime. One priest, Fr. Gaspar
Garcia Laviana, died fighting with the San-
dinistas, and a number of priests accepted
ministerial and other senior positions in the
new government. The bishops set the seal
on this Catholic support when, in a pastoral
letter in November 1979, four months after
the Sandinista victory, they said:

‘We are confident that our revolutionary
process will be something original, creative,
truly Nicaraguan and in no sense imitative.
For what we, together with most Nicara-
guans, seek is a process that will result in a
society completely and truly Nicaraguan,
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one that is not capitalist nor dependent nor
totalitarian.’

The panorama five years later is very dif-
ferent. The majority of the bishops, at the
prompting of Archbishop Obando y Bravo
of Managua have withdrawn their support
from the revolution; they have campaigned
to remove the priest-ministers from their
posts and have publicly criticized the Sandi-
nista leadership for its handling of the crisis
among the Miskito communities on the At-
lantic Coast. They have repeated accusa-
tions that the education programs of the
government are really political indoctrina-
tion and have expressed fears about atheism
and totalitarian rule. This attitude has been
criticized by Catholics who support the gov-
ernment, and the bishops have reacted by
:.:.Vlns to reassert their traditional author-

Y.

On June 29, 1982 the Pope wrote them a
lengthy letter, criticizing the ‘popular
church'—a term never widely used in Nica-
ragua—but at the same time urging the
bishops to be more understanding. The
Pope used his visit to Nicaragua in March
1983 to repeat the message in his letter.

The measures taken by the Bishops' Con-
ference to distance the Catholic Church
from the Sandinistas have caused confusion
and resentment among ordinary Catholics,
The poor, who are the beneficiaries of the
revolution, cannot understand this hostility.
For most of the bishops, and for many
middle-class Nicaraguans, however, the
people, enrolled in mass organizations,
unions, neighborhood communities and the
militia, are a new and frightening phenome-
non. No longer are they the hapless victims
of repression, exploitation and poverty,
seeking the successor of the church, but an
organized social class wielding considerable
power.

Archbishop Obando y Bravo has become &
focus for members of the conservative oppo-
sition who threw in their lot with the Sandi-
nistas when they failed to dislodge Somoza
from power through negotiation, but who,
within months of the Sandinista victory,
became bitter critics of the new government
which they were unable to control.

In the tense situation created by the ‘con-
tras’ campaign, the government has reacted
sharply to many of the bishops' statements,
and any particular incident is likely to be
exaggerated out of all proportion by parti-
sans of either side.

Three incidents in particular have recent-
ly provoked conflict. In September 1983 the
bishops denounced the newly promulgated
conscription law as an attempt to mold con-
scripts to Sandinista ideology, and in their
Easter pastoral letter of 1984 they called for
unconditional negotiations with the ‘con-
tras'—a document publicly -criticized in
statements by the Jesuit and Dominican
orders in Nicaragua, the Jesuits noting that
the bishops had never condemned the ‘con-
tras’ attacks. In July 1984, the government
expelled ten foreign priests, apparently as a
direct rebuff to Archbishop Obando y Bravo
of Managua, who had organized a public
march in support of a priest accused by the
authorities of being a ‘contra’ agent. In
August, after the nomination of Father Fer-
nando Cardenal, 8J as Minister of Educa-
tion, the Secretariat of State of the Vatican
renewed its efforts to make the priest minis-
ters resign their posts.

The evangelical churches, which claim 15
per cent of the population, have followed a
more consistent path. From a tentative in-
volvement with welfare work in the early
70's, they have passed through denunciation
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of human rights violations to overt sympa-
thy with the Sandinistas. This change has
taken place in spite of a theological tradi-
tion originally hostile to social involvement
and a marked suspicion of left politics.
Change, of course, has not been uniform;
nevertheless the majority of evangelical
churches supported the fight against
Somoza and have since been favorable to
the new government and its programs.—
Catholic Institute for International Rela-
tions, England. Comment, 1984. Quixote
Center.

With that, I think I have said
enough, other than to say that it
seems to me as if we are inexorably
headed for an enlarged conflict in
which ultimately your children, my
colleagues, those of draft age, are
going to be fighting in the jungles to
the south of us, quite unnecessarily,
and I think mistakenly so.

I have offered suggestions. I have
never been cast in the role of a pan-
jandrum in any of the bodies I belong
to. When I filibustered the race bills in
the State senate, I did so as a fresh-
man, which was unheard of in the
annals of Texas Senate history. But
the fact is that our system, if we
uphold it, is the greatest, and the
American people in turn are way
above in stature than what our own
leaders really accredit them with.

The people, my colleagues, are way
ahead of us.

We have got the responsibility of
trying to lead intelligently, knowledge-
ably, and that is an awesome responsi-
bility in this day and time. But if we
continue to be intimidated by a Presi-
dent who then reduces the issue to are
you pro-Communist, are you giving aid
and comfort to the Communists or are
you loyal to me, and that is what the
issue has been reduced to in the last 4
years. Now, somehow or other I still
appeal to the overwhelming prepon-
derant colleagues that we examine the
issue on the merits and demerits based
in turn on a realistic assessment of the
facts involved.

We cannot continue to blunder. Our
margin of error as to time is reduced
very much in terms of the world in the
1980's.

Also, it dovetails with our equal mis-
perceptions with respect to a world
that is compelling you up to now, and
Presidents to foist on the American
people a horrendous war machine. We
call it a defense budget. But it really is
a war budget at $315 billion which will
be $1 trillion in less than 2 years. I
think that it is time we try to catch up
with ourselves.

I still have, despite some demoraliza-
tion, the optimism that we can do it.
And tied in with that was what I start-
ed out originally, and that was to show
how here in the world of Joel Barlow,
that great American patriot, poet, he
was a chaplain in George Washing-
ton's Revolutionary Army, he was a
real revolutionary in the sense that
that word really without perversion is
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meant to be, but we live in a world in
which words are perverted. We live in
a true Orwellian sense.

I would like to point out what I
started out to say yesterday and did
not quite round out, which was the
coming summit, economic meeting this
next month in Bonn, West Germany,
which I pointed out that no Member
of the Congress has even used the
words or much less referred to this
emerging force that was first revealed
at the summit, economic conference
there also in Bonn in 1979, Jimmy
Carter then being the President. And
the development of the ECU, the Eu-
ropean Currency Unit, and the EMF,
the European Monetary Fund.

I want to point out to my colleagues,
unlike 1979, these countries now,
either the 6 or the 10, in the aggre-
gate, have more gold than the United
States. And we like to think that we
have demonetized gold, but it is still
there, and we foolhardedly sold our
gold reserves in 1975-76 with Secre-
tary of the Treasury Bill Simon over a
lone objection on my part. So I am
used to having all of these. I have a
big trunk, or chest, of lost causes, but
I also have quite a number that have
prevailed in the long run, because the
a;ystem. and I think it still is, is beauti-
ul.
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If you are right, if you have any
degree of competency in developing
the position that is right, ultimately it
is going to prevail, assuming you can
survive long enough politically.

Now, in anticipation of the summit
meeting I would like to place in the
REcorb at this point an article on page
A-27 of the Dallas Times Herald for
Sunday, March 31, which is entitled
“Volcker: World Economy Needs West
German Aid.”

Now, that sounds strange, ‘“West
German aid.” That sounds strange.
West Germany, the United States
pleading to West Germany—

Federal Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker
on Saturday called for West Germany to
shoulder more support of the world econo-
my which he said has recently relied too
heavily on exported United States money
that should be staying at home.

Well, what have I been saying for 16
years? And the other article, because
it also has a direct bearing on the first
subject matter, a front page article in
the Dallas Times Herald for Tuesday,
March 26, entitled “Reagan Decries
Mexico Corruption.” It is bylined
“Paul West of the Washington
Bureau.” In it Mr. Reagan is taken off
much like Gen. Paul Gorman before
him, who still is I believe in command
of the Southern Command in Panama
and who, quite frankly, told, and I
wish my colleagues here who are advo-
cating the opposite would listen, Gen-
eral Gorman, as much as he is against
the Sandinista regime, said that unless
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the United States did more directly,
that is intervention, with our own sol-
diers, that the Contras couldn’t win at
all, no matter how much help we gave
them. We have continued to give to
them.

I have charged that the President
has violated the laws. I know he has
violated three of the basic treaties
which is turn have completely eroded
our capacity for moral collective lead-
ership in the New World.

I think that it is not our might, it is
not our guns, our tanks, our cannons; I
think that what is really looked for in
America more than anything else is
more leadership.

As I have said repeatedly, and I will
say it today, if I had my way, if it were
in my power to do so, I would call back
every single American soldier that we
have placed south of the border, right
now. And in lieu thereof, instead of a
tank like the M-60 tanks that the
Governor of Texas sent down there
with the National Guard, but when
they selected them they were going to
select them from the Hispanic compo-
nent in the dense Hispanic areas of
south Texas. Why? Because they
thought it would be good to have
Spanish-speaking elements down
there, it would be good for good neigh-
borliness. Well, the truth is that it
shows an ignorance of what those
countries are all about down there,
also an ignorance of what modern day
Texans are, whether they are Hispanic
or not.

So the Governor, who went to visit
the day after Easter the troops and
took a C-130 transport full of frejolas,
beans, tortillas, and barbecues. I could
have told him, I think, that I would
say at least 80 percent of those troops

down there, instead of that fare,
which a lot of them consider to be a
Gringo plot to poison them, they
would have preferred to have had
Wheaties, the food of champions, and
a good cold glass of milk or a milk-
shake.

But, you know, you cannot break
through this aura of stereotype think-
ing. Anyway, the Governor went down
there and they sent M-60 tanks plus
Scorpion British tanks. All I can say is
that if we are not the laughingstock
then I do not know what it is we are,
in every country in the New World
outside of the territorial bounds of the
United States. But in the meanwhile
the attack has been on the Mexican
President, de 1la Madrid.

We have, through the CIA, been
trying to destabilize, we have been
trying to put pressure on him. One of
the most popular books in Mexico re-
cently was a novel based on a Presi-
dential sellout in which the black coat
and the black hat was the CIA of the
United States. It was the most popular
thing down there. We ignore all of
that because we live in a world in
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which every society is self-contained,
not only ours but theirs.

So even we, living in Texas, will not
even have a report of some of the most
transcendental occurrences 300 miles
south, below the border of Monterey.
So that we are going to have to pay a
price for that ignorance. I hope in
time we can remedy that with some
real enlightened leadership.

I have been critical, as I have said,
not only critical but for every criticism
I have voiced I have offered a suggest-
ed course of action.

Some of these I have advocated for
more than 20 years. But the one that I
have persistently advocated, I started
on April 1, 1980, and certainly the
President was not Ronald Reagan but
was Jimmy Carter; but the forces
there in place, just like the Army, the
generals come and go, the CO’s come
and go, but the sergeant is the one
who is there all along. They are the
ones who are going to determine
policy in many instances. Where you
have these policy determinants who in
turn have mindsets like the President,
in which the stereotyped, outworn
concepts are no longer valid, then we
are going to have egregious error com-
pounded upon egregious error.

I think the summit of error is when
we try to destabilize a President like
de la Madrid who is very, very person-
ally pro-America. He was educated
here, he likes the United States. But
he is also a faithful, loyal son of
Mexico. Mexico has always advanced
two basic doctrines: nonintervention,
no intervencion, and autodetermina-
cion, that is self-determination. And
they have formed a group identical
almost to the one that was formed in
1957 for the same reason, to arbitrate
a border dispute which had flared into
violence between Honduras and Nica-
ragua.

Those same countries banded to-
gether but the big difference was that
President Eisenhower’'s Secretary of
State had more brains. What they did,
they did not have any compunction
about getting together with them,
they did not think it was below the
dignity of the United States to get in
and kind of even take the leadership,
and that conflict was resolved after
the group, with the United States as a
copartner, went to the World Court.
In fact it had been resolved until the
recent eruptions which we have fos-
tered through the CIA's destabiliza-
tion tactics.

Now, the American people simply
ought to be informed if nothing else. I
think that if the American people
have a full grasp of the facts, for ex-
ample a President who says that he
preaches frugality, wants us to cut all
housing-assisted programs, even the
FHA-Insured Mortgage Program; he
wants to eliminate the Farmers Home
Administration which provides rural
housing for the rural poor and those
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of moderate income. You know what a
dilemma our real farmers are in right
now. Well, the President wants to zero
it out in the name of economy. But his
own personal, Presidential executive
discretionary budget, for which he
does not have to account, has grown
by 750 percent, 7.50 times in less than
2 years. Why? Well, I think if he were
a man of candor he would not hesitate
to come to the Congress and therefore
to the American people and say, there-
fore, “Here is where I have been using
| A

I happen to know where some of
that money has been diverted. It coin-
cides, this incremental increase or ex-
ponential increase, coincides with the
Congress cutting off the direct appro-
priated funding for the Contras.
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So that I think that the American
people, once given the confidence of
information and knowledge, will make
the right judgments. I have never had
that doubt, but I have always pre-
mised it on the American people being
knowledgeable and being given the
lel.]ct.s. And then I do not worry after
that.

Those of us who stand up and pro-
claim where we are naturally assume
responsibility for the utterances,
always have. I do not think I would be
here after 33 years in public elective
office, from the lowest legislative rep-
resentative capacity to the highest, if I
had not been accountable.

I say that if we are wrong, but if we
are honest, we admit to the wrong. I
am of such a mind that unless that is
the case, I will not yield, and I will
persist even as the lonely number of
one.

Because in our system, as I say and
repeat: It is a wonderous—if you are
right, and if you have any degree of
competence in pushing that cause, you
will be heard.

GRENADA DOCUMENTS: AN
OVERVIEW AND SELECTION,
PART III

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, this is
the third in a series of talks about the
lessons of the Grenada documents and
the documents which we captured
from a Communist government and a
Communist party when we liberated
the Island of Grenada.

It is, I think, very useful to the aver-
age American to be able to look at
what a Communist government and a
Communist party says to itself in its
secret documents.

This particular book, called “Grena-
da Documents: An Overview and Selec-
tion,” prepared and released by the
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Department of State, September 1984,
is the most complete set of materials
on a Communist government we have
ever had. The first time we have ever
captured material from a Communist
government.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that it is
fascinating that in the second of these
special orders, last evening, that one
of our colleagues admitted, a colleague
who normally would vote against aid
to the Freedom Fighters, admitted, “I
have absolutely no question that they
had become allies of the Soviet
Union,” referring to Nicaragua.

Now if the Nicaraguan Communists
are in fact allies of the Soviet Union,
what does that mean? What lessons
can we learn about the process of
being an ally of the Soviet Union?
Why should Americans worry about a
tiny country in Central America a long
way off?

Many Americans are not even sure
exactly where Nicaragua is, or which
Central American countries are above
it or below it. People say to me, “Why
should I be concerned about Nicara-
gua?n

My first answer is, that while we
have a moral interest in freedom for
everyone, while we have a concern in
free governments for everyone, that
there is a very practical, down-to-earth
reason for Americans to be concerned
about the Nicaraguan Communists.

The reason is, the Nicaragua offers
the Soviet Union its first real base or
colony on the American continent. For
the first time on the American conti-
nent, there is a government which is
directly allied with the Soviet Union.

Now we know that the Soviet Union
is committed ultimately as a Commu-
nist state, to dominate the United
States. We know that Soviet leaders
spend their lifetimes studying how to
undermine the United States. We
know from Mr. Chevchenko’s recent
book, for example—the highest-rank-
ing Soviet defector who ever has left
the Soviet system—that he sat in on
meetings where they systematically
plotted how to destroy the United
States where in fact people who today
are still negotiating with the United
States were negotiating on the one
hand, while practicing and studying
and thinking how to defeat us and de-
stroy us on the other hand.

In that setting, if the Soviet Union is
in fact a grave danger to America—and
I think it is—what does it then mean if
Nicaragua, as one of our friends admit-
ted yesterday, is an ally of the Soviet
Union?

Well, the Grenada documents are
particularly helpful in helping us to
look from the inside; at what it means
to be an ally of the Soviet Union. Be-
cause in the Grenada documents, we
begin to get some sense of, how do
they work together? what are they
trying to accomplish? who are they
with?
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I think, as you look at the Grenada
documents, you will learn first of all
that the Soviet Union was systemati-
cally involved in arming Grenada.

Let me quote first of all from the in-
troduction by Michael Ledeen and
Herbert Romberstein. They said,
speaking of Grenada now:

From the beginning, Bishop and the other
NJM leaders sought to bring Grenada into
the Soviet orbit, and there are thousands of
documents showing the intimate relation-
ship that developed between the USSR and
Grenada. Sometimes relations were em-
bodied in formal treaties between Grenada
and Soviet bloc countries, and such Soviet
proxies as Cuba, Vietnam, and North Korea.
On other occasions there were secret agree-
ments, such as those for providing counter-
intelligence or surveillance equipment,
training for agents, and so forth. We have
included several of the treaties and party-to-
party agreements that gave Grenada a vast
quantity of armaments as well as military
and political training. Thousands of weap-
ons, far more than could have been required
for the security requirements of the tiny
island, were shipped by the Soviet Union
and Communist-bloc countries. Overall, the
documents (samples of which can be found
in this book) showed that the Soviet,
Cuban, North Korean, and Czechoslovakian
agreements included the following items,
which were to have been delivered by 1986:

Approximately 10,000 assault and other
rifles;

More than 4,500 submachine guns and ma-
chine guns;

More than 11.5 million rounds of 7.62 mm
ammunitions;

204 portable rocket launchers with more
than 16,000 rockets;

84 82 mm mortars with more than 4,800
mortar shells;

12 75 mm cannon with 600 cannon shells;

15,000 hand grenades, 7,000 land mines, 60
armored personnel carriers and patrol vehi-
cles;

More than 150 radio transmitters, 160
field telephone sets, approximately 23,000
uniforms, and tents for about 7,700 persons.

By U.S. Department of Defense estimates,
equipment found on the island (not all of it
had arrived) would have been sufficient to
equip a fighting force of roughly 10,000
men. Furthermore, there evidently were
some plans for special forces, since the Sovi-
ets promised to provide an airplane capable
of transporting 39 paratroopers, as well as
other special equipment.

All of this made Grenada a real military
threat to its neighbors, most of whom had
only local constabularies rather than stand-
ing armies. And there was little question
that the airport was going to be used for
military purposes, since General Hudson
Austin's deputy, Liam James, reported in
his notebook on March 22, 1980, “The Revo
has been able to crush Counter-Revolution
internationally, airport will be used for
Cuban and Soviet military” (Document 23).
This apparently reflected a decision of the
NJM leadership.

The Soviets appreciated the geopolitical
significance of acquiring another proxy in
the Western Hemisphere, as can be seen
from the picturesque account of a meeting
between Major Einstein Louison, Chief of
Staff of the Grenadan Army (who had gone
to Moscow for military training), and his
Soviet counterpart, Marshal N.V. Ogarkov.
According to the Grenadan notes on the
meeting (Document 24), Ogarkov told Loui-
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son, “over two decades ago, there was only
Cuba in Latin America, today there are
Nicaragua, Grenada and a serious battle is
going on in El Salvador.” The Grenadans
saw themselves as Soviet proxies. Their Am-
bassador to Moscow, W. Richard Jacobs, re-
minded his comrades in Grenada that their
importance to the Soviets would eventually
diepend on their success in exporting revolu-
tion:
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To the extent that we can take credit for
bringing any other country into the progres-
sive fold, our prestige and influence would
be greatly enhansed [sic]” (Document 26).
Jocobs felt that the first such project
should be Suriname.

There was no lack of Soviet support for
Grenadan intelligence and counterintelli-
gence operations. A draft letter dated Feb-
ruary 17, 1982, from General Hudson Austin
to Yuri Andropov, then the chief of the
KGB, requested training courses for three
Grenadans in counterintelligence and one in
intelligence work. Austin thanked Andropov
for the “tremendous assistance which our
armed forces have received from your party
and government in the past.

Now, I cite this and I quote this to
say to everyone that when we talk
about being an ally of the Soviet
Union we are talking first of all about
a military alliance. We are talking
about a commitment on the part of
Grenada to work with the Soviet
Union and in return we are talking
about a commitment from the Soviet
Union to prepare a country to be help-
ful. There is a fascinating parallel be-
tween the airfield that was being built
in Grenada, which as these documents
prove was in fact going to be used by
the Cuban and Soviet military, and
the airfield being built in Nicaragua
today.

If I were to come here and say the
Soviets have an aircraft carrier in the
Caribbean, everyone would be very
worried. Yet if I come here and say
the Soviets are building an airfield in
Nicaragua, which is a permanent air-
craft carrier, somehow no one seems
worried. In fact, the 12,000-foot
runway being built in Nicaragua is a
far more powerful base for aircraft
than any aircraft carrier would be.

Combined with the Cuban bases, the
Soviets have the equivalent of seven or
eight or nine aircraft carriers in the
Caribbean.

Now, if we were to have a news
report tonight that there were eight
or nine Soviet aircraft carriers in the
Caribbean, every American would be
worried. “Why are they there? What
are they doing?” Yet as long as they
build airfields in countries that are
their allies, no one worries. But if
there were a great crisis, if in fact for
some reason in the Middle East or in
Europe or in Korea there was to be a
crisis, if the following week hundreds
of Soviet airplanes were to land in
Nicaragua and in Cuba, does anyone
seriously believe that any of the
people currently voting against aid to
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the freedom fighters would suggest,
“Oh, why don't we go in and take
them out’'?

Oh, no. Having first reassured us
that Nicaragua was not really with the
Soviets, then having reassured us that
Nicaragua was not really building an
airfield, then having reassured us that
the Nicaraguan airfield was not really
military, then having assured us that
while the Nicaraguan airfield is mili-
tary, it really was not dangerous, then
finally having assured us that while
the Nicaraguan airfield was danger-
ous, there were no Soviet airplanes, I
do not think any reasonable, responsi-
ble person can believe that the left-
wing Democrats who are voting
against helping the freedom fighters
would then rush to this floor and say,
“Now that there are Backfire bombers
there, now that there are Soviet air-
craft there, now let us do something
decisive.”

And indeed I challenge any of our
friends who intend to vote against aid
for the freedom fighters to, at any
time in the next few days, pledge at
what point they would intervene, at
what point they would be willing to do
something drastic, because every day
that we do not help the freedom fight-
ers, we increase the danger of Soviet
penetration.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman I think
is making the critical strategic point
about the importance of Nicaragua in
describing it literally as an aircraft
carrier.

Now, last night, the gentleman,
along with our colleague from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], was on the
floor with several of our colleagues
from the other side of the aisle. And
did not one of our Democratic friends
last night concede that Nicaragua is
indeed a client state of the Soviet
Union?

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, our Demo-
cratic friend used a much stronger
word. They conceded that the Nicara-
guans were in fact the allies of the
Soviet Union; in fact the exact quote,
which I will be glad to read, is: “I have
absolutely no question that they have
become allies of the Soviet Union.”

Mr. WEBER. If the gentleman will
yield, let me just clarify again. The
quote you just read, that Nicaragua is
indeed an ally of the Soviet Union,
came not from a Republican but from
a liberal Democrat yesterday?

Mr. GINGRICH. That is exactly cor-
rect.

Mr. WEBER. Then it seems to me
that the aircraft carrier that the gen-
tleman is describing is a Soviet aircraft
carrier; is that correct?

Mr. GINGRICH. That is correct.
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Mr. WEBER. So the vote on aid to
the Contras is really a vote on wheth-
er or not you want to give the Soviets
an aircraft carrier in our backyard?

Mr. GINGRICH. I think it is fair to
say that the vote on aid to the free-
dom fighters is a vote on whether or
not you are willing to tolerate the es-
tablishment of a Soviet airfield, the
equivalent of a Soviet aircraft carrier,
a permanent aircraft carrier, on the
North American Continent. And I
think that to vote no is in effect to
vote for permission to send a signal to
the Soviet Union that it is perfectly
reasonable for a 12,000-foot runway to
be built by the Soviets, to be placed in
Nicaragua by the Nicaraguan allies of
the Soviet Union, so that at some
future crisis, the Soviets should feel
equally comfortable flying bombers
and fighter planes into that airfield,
because, after all, I would say to any
American, “Do you honestly believe
that the Soviet Union is building a
12,000-foot runway in a military set-
ting, with military preparations, with
revetments to hide the aircraft?”—and
nobody disputes that this is a military
runway, unlike the Grenadian situa-
tion, where our leftwing friends kept
telling us it was not a military runway
until, of course, we captured the docu-
ments where they said it was a mili-
tary runway.

Even our leftwing friends concede,
“Oh, yes, this really is a military air-
field.”

Now, do you honestly believe, does
anyone honestly believe the Soviet
Union is building a 12,000-foot runway
not to use it, not to put aircraft on it,
not to threaten the United States?

And of course not; there is no ration-
al argument that says, “Oh, yeh, they
are going to pour all of that concrete,
build all of those revetments, have all
of those bunkers, but, by the way, the
Soviets are really reasonable people,
and clearly they would not do any-
thing to threaten America.”

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. 1 will be glad to
yield.

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman has
sketched a scenario of the way the left
treats many of these issues by point-
ing out that they will say right up
until the time it happens that, oh, no,
that is not going to take place—and I
think he sketched it pretty well a few
minutes ago.

Is the gentleman not sketching pre-
cisely what happened in Cuba, that if
you take what happened in Cuba, all
the way along, our liberal friends as-
sured us that, oh, no, the Soviets had
no real intentions of making Cuba into
a client state of the Soviet Union, that
this was simply something that was
the imagination of conservatives in
this country, but that now have to
admit what we have created in Cuba is
a nation which is a direct threat to the
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United States and it is in fact being
used as a Soviet base of operations
throughout the Caribbean and being
used as a Soviet base of operations
against this country.

And in fact the gentleman has
sketched exactly the process that was
used by the left to continue to move
away from any kind of action that the
United States might have taken with
regard to Cuba, and now we get on the
House floor the rather interesting ar-
gument from some people on the left
that if you are really so worried about
Communist subversion in the Caribbe-
an, why don’t you do something about
Cuba?

Well, the fact is the power has been
coalesced in Cuba in such a way that
to do something about Cuba at this
juncture becomes extremely expensive
for this country in terms of lives, in
terms of everything else.

The left allowed Cuba to take place
and now turns and uses it as a justifi-
cation for allowing another Cuba to
happen in Nicaragua. It is abolutely
crazy what is happening out there.

I thank the gentlemen for yielding.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just say, on
the point about Cuba, that there is
something maddening about our
friends on the left who refuse to help
freedom fighters who are willing to go
out on their own, who refuse to stop
communism and a Soviet ally in Nica-
ragua when it is still easy, who then
turn and say, well, if you are all that
frightened, why don’'t you do some-
thing about Cuba?

And I say again and again to my
friends on the left, if you are willing to
support any serious effort to bring
pressure to bear on Castro, on the
9,000 Russian troops who are now in
Cuba—9,000 Russian troops 90 miles
off our shore—if you want to do any-
thing, I would be delighted to cospon-
sor a bill. But the fact is, the left uses
that as a mask behind which they are
willing to vote no to helping freedom
fighters today in a country where we
have a very reasonable chance, with-
out a single American being at risk, to
simply eliminate the Soviet Commu-
nist danger to the survival of the
United States.

I think there is something infuriat-
ing about this deliberate and, I think,
clearly it is hard—one does not want to
challenge anyone’s sincerity, but it is
hard to understand the kind of mind
which would vote no to helping free-
dom fighters in Nicaragua and turn
and offer the help to do something se-
rious about Cuba, a much more diffi-
cult position.

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield one more
time to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and I just want to




April 17, 1985

make one point. That is, that so often
what we hear the left doing is being
tough where they know there is no
real issue. They are willing to be
tough, for instance, to build a Stealth
bomber that they know we cannot get
for 10 years, they are willing to be
tough about, let’'s stand up against
Cuba, when they know that is not an
action which this Government pro-
poses to take.
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They are willing to be tough every-
where except where you have got to
really act, and at the point you have
got to really act, then all of a sudden
they are no longer tough; then defense
does not matter; then they do not
want to really take the steps necessary
to protect the defense of this country.

That is the infuriating thing which
happens so often in this body, is that
we hear them talk a tough line, but
the fact is, when they come to the
question of whether or not they are
going to act, then there is no point at
which they are really willing to act.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me carry it one
step further. There is something
strange about the number of left-wing
Democrats who are now, and one or
two, frankly, ostrich Republicans who
fit this, who are not eager and excited
about helping freedom fighters in
Cambodia; who are suddenly even ex-
cited about helping freedom fighters
in Afghanistan. Both of those are dis-
tant countries in difficult situations
where it is hard to get help. But when
we come very close to home in Nicara-
gua, close to us, easy to help, where we
could be effective, suddenly these
people who are very eager to help dis-
tant freedom fighters are not willing
to help local freedom fighters.

I would say that charity and help
begins at home. That here in the
Western Hemisphere we are going to
help freedom fighters. Let us start
with the freedom fighters who are
closest where the threat is greatest.

I yield to my good friend from Indi-

ana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I agree a great deal with what my
colleague from Pennsylvania just said
about what has happened in Cuba.
You know, I just got back from Cen-
tral America, and went to Nicaragua,
and I talked to business leaders and re-
ligious leaders and political leaders,
and without exception, except for the
Sandinista Communist government
leaders, everybody said that if the
United States does not support the
Contras, the repression will increase
and the revolution will spread
throughout Central America as
Thomas Borja, Umberto, and Daniel
Ortega have said it would.

One of the things that the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania alluded to a
moment ago was the Cuban situation,
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and the gentleman in the well talked
about it. I would like to give you a sce-
nario that I see developing in the
months and years ahead if we do not
aid the Contras.

President Kennedy, in 1962, adopted
the Kennedy doctrine. He forced the
Soviet Union to get their missiles and
all offensive weapons and all troops
out of Cuba. Today, we know they are
all back there. They have Mig-23
fighter-bombers; they have troops; you
alluded to 9,000 Cuban troops.

Mr. GINGRICH. 9,000 Soviet troops.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Soviet
troops; correct. Because of that, our
liberal colleagues tell us: “Well, we
cannot be involved in a military con-
flict with Cuba because we invite a su-
perpowers confrontation which could
result in a nuclear holocaust.”

I submit to you that if we do not
support the Contras in Nicaragua,
before long, we are going to see thou-
sands of Soviet troops down there Mig-
23 fighter-bombers there and all the
military equipment that goes along
with it. At that point, when the revo-
lution spreads into these other coun-
tries, and we talk about taking off the
head of Nicaragua to preserve our
hemisphere, those people will be
saying the same thing: “We cannot do
anything about Nicaragua because we
risk a confrontation between the su-
perpowers, which could lead to a ther-
monuclear war.”

We do not have to face that prospect
if we give the people who are fighting
for their freedom down there, the
Contras, the wherewithal to do is right
now.

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I think the gentleman from Indiana
is precisely correct. I was in Nicaragua
about 10 days before the gentleman
from Indiana and found out precisely
what he said is true. In fact, the begin-
ning of the fortification of Nicaragua
as an armed Soviet client-state is al-
ready underway.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. WEBER. I learned when I was
there, and I would invite the com-
ments of my colleague from Indiana if
I have got my figures wrong, there are
already I believe 8,000 or 9,000 Cuban
troops already in Nicaragua. In addi-
tion to that, there are troops from
East Germany, Bulgaria, Czechoslova-
kia. There are PLO advisers flying the
jet aircraft or flying the airplanes in
Nicaragua. There are advisers from
Libya, as well as representatives, I am
told, of virtually every terrorist orga-
nization in the world including the
Bader-Meinhoff gang from West Ger-
many.

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I did not
mean to imply that it is not already a
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surrogate and the puppet of the Soviet
Union and Cuba. What I meant to say
was that right now there are not
Soviet troops domiciled there and they
do not have all the Soviet equipment
like the Mig-23's, because the Presi-
dent has told them they better not
bring them down there. But if we wait,
like we waited with Cuba, that will be
a Soviet stronghold, not just a Com-
munist stronghold but a Soviet strong-
hold, and the argument the liberals
will make is, we cannot do anything
about it because we risk a nuclear con-
frontation. That need not occur.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say also if I
might that if we are watching a
Soviet-Cuban military buildup in Nic-
caragua under Ronald Reagan, can
you imagine what would happen with
a Jimmy Carter or a Walter Mondale
as President? If they are willing to
continue to take the risk of building
up their military power under Reagan,
who they know is tough and they
know has got a pretty firm anti-Com-
munist position, can you imagine the
next left-wing Democratic President?

In fact, it was precisely under Presi-
dent Carter that the Russians reintro-
duced a brigade into Cuba and built up
their offensive capabilities in Cuba.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. WALKER. But they are depend-
ing upon the Congress. The reason
why they will do it even in the face of
someone who is taking a tough stance
like Ronald Reagan is they know ulti-
mately this Congress, and particularly
this House, has the power to cut off
Ronald Reagan from supplying the
Contras and doing the kind of things
that he knows are necessary to stop
what they are doing. So in fact what
the gentleman is defining is exactly
why this vote is so important. Because
they are depending upon this House to
do what they know that a Walter
Mondale or a Jimmy Carter would do
if he was in the Presidency, and that is
protect them in what they want to do.

The vote next week becomes very
much a case of whether or not you are
going to vote pro-Sandinista or wheth-
er you are going to vote anti-Sandi-
nista Communist. That is the real
question. There is no question here
about the Contras. You are not really
talking about the freedom fighters
down there; whether or not you are
voting for or against them. You are
really talking about whether or not
you are voting for or against the Com-
munist Government of Nicaragua.
That is what the vote will be all about
next week.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say to my
friend, too, that I think every liberal
Democrat who has any hope of think-
ing about this issue, because there is
no point in talking about the radical,
left-wing Democrats who, frankly I
think, are not going to ever think
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about it; they are committed to an os-
trichlike policy of just ignoring any of
the data. But any liberal or moderate
Democrat who has any hope of really
thinking about this issue, should read
the April 29 edition of the New Repub-
lic. Because in that edition of the New
Republic they go back and they cite,
and it is amazing, they cite the mem-
oirs of the North Vietnamese officers
who were involved in planning the
final invasion of South Vietnam.

They cite, these North Vietnamese
officers have now written their mem-
oirs; they won, they get to write the
books. So they have written books in
which they said:

We watched the U.S. Congress, and when
the U.8. Congress did A, B, and C, we then
knew we could invade South Vietnam and
get away with it.

Now, what we discover, and it is very
clear in the Grenada documents.
These are very smart people; they
work a long time at taking power.
What we learned in the Grenada docu-
ments is that they know how to work
with Congressmen; they understand
how the Congress is subdivided; they
talk about it in some detail in the Gre-
nada documents, and they talk about
specific groups of Congressmen and
specific staffs. They know how to ma-
nipulate the American press. There is
a four-page letter in here from the
American-born wife of the Cuban Am-
bassador, in which, in handwriting,
she outlines exactly how to manipu-
late American newsmen.

They understand how to have col-
laborators in the churches, and that is
the word they use in their document.
They talk about collaborators in the
churches, and they set up this fantasy
island tour in which what they do is
they bring people in who are gullible
and innocent and naive and they
brainwash them.

Now it is fascinating, we read a great
-deal in the last few days about Ortega.
We have read particularly gullible os-
trich in the news media who talks
about Ortega and what a person
Ortega is like.

That person does not seem to under-
stand that Ortega’s first great political
action was exactly the same political
action as Joseph Stalin. The first
thing Ortega ever did that was famous
was that he robbed a bank and was
caught and sent to jail. The first thing
Joseph Stalin did as a member of the
Communist Party back when it was
still rebelling against the czar of
Russia, was that he robbed a bank and
was sent to jail.

We talk about this poor guy who was
jailed by Somoza, it is true; he robbed
a bank. Now probably this will come as
a shock to some of our ostrich friends,
but probably if a left-wing radical in
America robbed a bank, we would put
him in jail. We would probably put a
right-wing radical in America who
robbed a bank in jail. This is an old-
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fashioned clearly American way of be-
having that is not fair to left-wing rev-
olutionaries that we think if you rob a
bank you should go to jail.

I just want to make this point: That
Mr. Ortega, the dictator of Nicaragua,
who is so nice to all those left-wing
groups, is a man who started his
career by robbing a bank, and by the
way, he was released from jail when
they kidnaped a large number of
people and threatened to kill them if
he was not released.

This is the kind of deliberate terror-
ism which is the base of the current
Nicaraguan Communist government,
and it is probably one reason the Sovi-
ets like the Nicaraguans: They have a
similar history between Joseph Stalin
and Ortega, of being bank robbers as
the base of their political career.

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.
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Mr. WEBER. If the gentleman will
yield further, I was just going to reem-
phasize the point that the Communist
dictator of Nicaragua, Daniel Ortega,
was not, as popular mythology in this
country would have it, a great battle-
field hero of the Sandinista revolution
who fought his way into power against
the corrupt Somoza government. He
was, in fact, in jail at the time that
Eden Pastora managed to basically
win the military victory that led to the
ouster of Somoza. Had Pastora not lib-
erated him from jail, he probably
never would have gotten out in the
first place. Pastora, of course, now is
fighting along the Costa Rican border
to topple the Sandinistan government
precisely because they are no longer
Sandinistas; they are now Commu-
nists, and he is the real Sandinista.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. WALKER. I think this is an im-
portant point. We got asked by one of
our colleagues on the floor last
evening. “Who are these counterrevo-
lutionaries down there? Who are these
people that the President wants to
support?”

Well, the gentleman from Minnesota
has just told us one. The man who
helped oust Somoza, who was the larg-
est single force—

Mr. WEBER. Commander Zero was
his nickname in the fight. He was the
most popular general in the Sandi-
nista rebellion

Mr. WALKER. The man who carried
out the military victory against
Somoza is now fighting the Commu-
nists who have taken control of the
government because he got thrown
out of the coalition because he was se-
rious. He wanted to put together a de-
mocracy and found out that the Com-
munists did not want to do that.
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He is not the only one. As a matter
of fact, I have a whole document here
of just who the people are who are
among the freedom fighters. In fact,
they are very upstanding people,
people who do want to bring democra-
cy to their country, and I think it is
extremely important that we do un-
derstand that we are not talking about
Somozistas here; we are talking about
people who really are prodemocracy,
and it is a doggone shame to hear
them libeled the way they so often are
by the liberals in this Congress.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman would yield further, I would
like to elaboate upon that just a little
bit.

All of the people who oppose what
the Communist Sandinista govern-
ment down there are doing are not the
freedom fighters and the conserv-
atives. I talked at dinner at the Am-
bassador’s residence in Managua last
week with a gentleman who is the
head of the liberal party. Up until
about 1 year ago he was the Labor
Minister in the Communist Sandinista
government, and he got his stomach
full and he put together a ticket, a lib-
eral ticket to run for office.

Philosophically the two of us agreed
on almost nothing, but the one thing
he said to me was if aid to the Contras
is not continued or given by the
United States of America, the repres-
sion will increase and the revolution,
without doubt, will expand through-
out Central America. So the freedom
fighters who fought against Somoza,
the Sandinistas whose revolution has
been kidnapped and who are fighting
together to try to overthrow the Com-
munist government down there are
not alone. There are even liberal mem-
bers who are in the Sandinista govern-
ment who have had their stomach full
and they want to see a change.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me bring us
back to what I think is the central
point of this evening, which is, even if
you are willing to stomach a Commu-
nist dictatorship, even if you are will-
ing to kill freedom in Central America,
even if you are willing to eliminate the
freedom fighters who are the decent
people who tried to overthrow Somoza
and create freedom, as an American,
you have to ask yourself, what does it
mean when you have even some of the
Democrats who are against helping
the freedom fighters admit that Nica-
ragua is an ally of the Soviet Union.

Let me just read for a second from a
couple of documents in the Grenada
documents to give us a sense of this,
because people say, “Oh, I bet he is
afraid of something that is not real.”
Well, now we have captured the real
documents. Here is an interesting one.

This is Document No. 13 of this
book. It is called An Agreement Be-
tween the Government of Grenada
and the Government of the Union of
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Soviet Socialist Republics on Deliv-
eries From U.S.S.R. to Grenada of
Special and Other Equipment. Under
article I it says:

The Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics shall insure in 1980 to
1981 free of charge the delivery to the Gov-
ernment of Grenada of special and other
equipment.

I would remind everyone that one of
the charges was, as indicated in a
secret document from the Grenadian
Embassy in Moscow, that they tried to
overthrow two governments; that their
quota that year was Surinam and
Belize. So they were getting a charge,
sort of, “You go out and overthrow
some government and we will send you
more equipment.” That was the Rus-
sian deal.

Article II, and I think this is very in-
teresting in terms of the point the
gentleman from Minnesota made
about the 9,000 Cubans. Article II:

The delivery of the equipment listed in
the annex to the present agreement shall be
effected by the Soviet party by sea at the
port of the Republic of Cuba. The order of
the further delivery of the above equipment
from the Republic of Cuba shall be agreed
upon between the Grenadian and Cuban
parties.

In other words, the Russians were
not stupid. They were not going to
suddenly send Russian ships straight
into Grenada. They were going to send
the Russian ships, which already go to
Cuba anyway, to Cuba, the Cubans
were going to repackage it, and we
have it repackaged in some places in
really interesting ways. We have weap-
ons, for example, we captured that
were listed as foodstuffs, that had
boxes that said ‘“Foodstuffs.” They
just happened to be rifles when you
opened them up. It was a very inter-
esting version of foodstuffs. When our
liberal friends talk about how this is
really a fight and if only we sent food-
stuffs, they do not understand what
the Russians and the Cubans mean by
foodstuffs. In their case it is AK-47’s.

Let me give you one more version
out of this very same treaty, because it
is a fascinating document which we
captured and which we know is real.
This is not some fantasy made up by
somebody in order to scare people.
This is a real document.

Article VI; “The Government of Grenada
and the Government of the U.S.8.R. shall
take all the necessary measures to insure
keeping in secret the terms and conditions
of deliveries.

I just want to report to my col-
leagues that when I went to Oxford to
debate the Nicaraguan Vice President,
the Communist Vice President of Nica-
ragua, the day before at the Chatham
House he pledged publicly that there
were no secret treaties.

First of all, I think that tells you a
great deal about their contempt for
Western democracies, that the whole
idea of pledging publicly there are no
secrets, if you think about it, it is just
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wonderful. It is the kind of “Fantasy
Island” bizarreness that only people
who have real contempt for us would
begin, because by definition, if it is a
secret treaty you would lie about it
being secret, so if you said there were
no secrets and there were secrets, your
lie was an effective way of covering up
the secret. So here is a guy who thinks
we are so stupid he publicly pledges
there are no secrets; but in the second
place, we know he is lying. And this is
the most difficult thing for our many
friends, particularly in the church
groups, to appreciate because they go
down and are sincere and naive and in-
nocent and in a remarkably historical-
ly ignorant way walk up to this guy,
this former bank robber turned Com-
munist dictator, and they say to him,
“Gosh, do you have any secret trea-
ties? and he says, “Would I have any
secret treaties? Of course I do not.”
Let me then remind you that we
have absolutely proof in Grenada that
there were secret treaties and that fur-
thermore they promised the Russians
they would lie about them. They
promised they would keep them
secret, and by definition, if you prom-
ise to keep it secret, does that not
mean you promise to lie if somebody
says, “Do you have a secret treaty”?

In that setting I would say to you, as
a historian, does it not strike every
person listening as far more likely that
in Nicaragua we are dealing with a
parallel situation? Does anyone really
think the Russians have changed in
the last 2 years? Of course not. So
what does that mean? It means that
without any question, if the freedom
fighters win and if the freedom fight-
ers open up the archives of the com-
munist government, what we will sud-
denly discover, and it is a much bigger
list of treaties because the Nicara-
guans are getting a lot more money.
Now, if you figure two countries per $6
million of aid, the amount of aid the
Nicaraguans are getting, they must
have volunteered 30 or 40 countries
they would undermine, assuming that
the same exchange rate of countries
for aid was going on with Nicaragua
that went on with Grenada.

I would say that the burden of proof
is on the ostrich wing of the Demo-
cratic Party to explain to us how they
could possibly believe, if they are will-
ing to concede that Nicaragua is an
ally of the Soviet Union, as one of
them did, how could they possibly
argue, I would love to hear their ex-
planation, of why the Grenada book is
not the most probable model of what
is going on in Nicaragua, because I
just think it boggles the mind to imag-
ine that here we are, going to vote ap-
parently next Tuesday, led by the
Democratic leadership of this House,
to in effect give the Soviet Union a
permanent aircraft carrier in Nicara-
gua.
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Now, I cannot understand, given the
last 10 years of history, how anyone
who has watched the Democratic lead-
ership of this House, who has watched
the effect of those votes over the
years, could possibly stand by and
have any sense of trust in the Soviet
Union or its ally, the Nicaraguan Com-
munist Government.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, just to follow up on that in a
little different vein, the gentleman
talked about the Soviets and the
Cubans and the Grenadians lying
about those treaties and agreements,
and I talked to my colleagues in the
last couple of weeks about arms ship-
ments coming from Cuba and the
Soviet Union, coming through Nicara-
gua and to the guerrilla fighters who
are trying to overthrow the duly elect-
ed government in El Salvador, and
they say that there is no proof of that
going on.

I was in El Salvador last week, in
Chalatenango province, and I saw a
newly captured cache of weapons that
were all Communist-originated—Yugo-
slavian mortars, Bulgarian hand gre-
nades, and all kinds of weapons that
you could follow directly all the way
back to the Communist bloc. Yet they
tell us that is not happening.

I would like to take a paragraph out
of the letter that President Duarte
sent to President Reagan. He said, and
I quote:

We remain concerned, as we have been for
some time, by the continuing flow of sup-
plies and munitions from Nicaragua to guer-
rilla forces here in El Salvador which are
fighting against my government and our
programs of reform, democracy, reconcilia-
tion, and peace. This continuing interven-
tion in our internal affairs is of great con-
cern to us and we deeply appreciate any ef-
forts which your government can take to
build a broad barrier to such activities—ef-
forts which a small country like El Salvador
cannot take in its own behalf.

Yet when you tfalk to the liberal
Democrats in this House, they say
that is not taking place, while the
president of the country where it is
taking place and that is being affected
documents it in his letter to our Presi-
dent.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BurToN] has made an important point
because it goes even deeper than that.

Many of our friends on the left
know that in order to document that
traffic into El Salvador, we would have
to give up intelligence secrets of this
country. Many of them have seen
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those intelligence reports. They know
doggone well that our intelligence can
show that that kind of trafficking is
taking place. So when they make
those kinds of statements, what they
are really saying is *“We would like you
t? release that intelligence informa-
tion.”

Now, we all know what is going to
happen if that intelligence informa-
tion is released. It will give up our
sources.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And they
will be killed.

Mr. WALKER. Yes, and our sources
will be killed.

So what they are really asking for is
the kind of things which undermine
the intelligence-gathering capacity of
this country, which is in itself a help
to the Soviet Union.

That is a very, very disturbing ele-
ment, I think, to the fact that we hear
all of this campaign from people who
really, I think, know better. If they
have not seen those intelligence brief-
ings, they are certainly available to
them as Members of Congress, and
those intelligence briefings are very,
very specific on the point that in fact
the kind of gunrunning the gentleman
has just referred to is going on.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let
me just continue this, if I might, for
just a minute because I think people
might say, “Well, there is only this
one ftreaty with the Russians, and
anyway most of the people in Nicara-
gua are Cubans, they are not Rus-
sians—most of the military advisers,
most of the secret police trainers, most
of the people who are doing the
work.”

Let me make two points. There is an-
other secret treaty between Grenada
and the Soviet Union which was
signed and which said this. This is doc-
ument No. 14, under article 2:

The delivery of the equipment listed in
Annexes 1 and 2 to the present agreement
shall be effected by the Soviet party by sea
at the port of the Republic of Cuba. The
order of the further delivery of the above
equipment from the Republic of Cuba shall
be agreed upon between the Grenadian and
Cuban parties.

In other words, the Cubans became
the control of the Grenadians. The
Cubans began to have the power to
say, “If you don’'t obey us and do what
we want, you won't get the things the
Russians are shipping to us.”

Let me carry it one step further.
Some of our leftwing friends who, I
think, act as ostriches——

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to slow the gentleman down for a
second, because I was listening very
carefully to that point. That seems to
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me to be a critical point, and I would
just like to review it for a second.

As I understand it, what that agree-
ment that the gentleman just read in-
dicates is that the flow of arms and
other materials to Grenada from the
Soviet Union was literally brokered by
the Cubans, and that there was a
formal document with the Grenadian
Government establishing that the
flow of such arms and other materials
to the Grendians was to be procured
by the Cubans, Is that correct?

Mr. GINGRICH. That is correct.
Cuba acted in effect as the middleman
for the Soviet Union in establishing a
Communist dictatorship in Grenada,
and the Cubans acted as the control
point. So the Cubans had literal con-
trol over the Grenadian Government
so at any moment they could choke
off the flow of weapons.

Mr. WEBER. Of course, the point
there is critical because, as the gentle-
man points out, there is a large
number of Cuban troops and nonmili-
tary advisers in Nicaragua, so all of
our past experience indicates that
they are probably once again acting di-
rectly as the agents of the Soviet Gov-
ernment; is that not correct?

Mr. GINGRICH. That is correct.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. And this is the same
Cuba that some of our friends on the
left have in recent weeks suggested we
ought to be more compassionate to, we
ought to be less hostile toward, we
ought to be opening the doors more
toward, and we ought to be trying to
negotiate with? It is exactly the same
Cuba, is it not?

Mr. GINGRICH. As the gentleman
will remember, one Democratic candi-
date for President last year ran
around all of Central America saying
that the United States should not em-
brace dictators and then physically
embraced Fidel Castro. I thought it
was one of the most bizarre moments
in modern American politics. Here is a
guy who went to like six countries in a
row and held press conferences and
said that America should never again
embrace a dictator, and he arrived in
Havana and physically embraced Fidel
Castro, as though Castro was not a
dictator.

Let me continue now, and then I will
be glad to yield, because I really want
to drive this home. There is another
document in the Grenada documents—
and these, as I said earlier, are all
available to the public; they are print-
ed by the State Department, and I
think they should be in every public li-
brary and every high school library
and, I might say frankly, every church
library. If churches are going to get in-
volved in lobbying, and so forth, they
ought to read the Grenada documents.
Every church group in America should
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read this document and have a study
circle to ask, what does this mean? If
they look at document No. 16, which is
protocol of the military collaboration
between the Government of the Re-
public of Cuba and the People's Revo-
lutionary Government of Grenada,
they will discover this article 12, which
I think is very, very important for all
of our ostrich friends on the left to
listen to and think about:

The Government of the Republic of Cuba
and the People's Revolutionary Govern-
ment of Grenada will take all measures de-
pending on them in order to assure the se-
crecy of the permanency of the military
personnel in both states and the character
of activities, as well as the mail and infor-
mation relating to present protocol.

Now, what does that mean? Not only
is this the secret treaty on which they
rely, but notice the keyword, I say to
those of our friends on the left who
always rush in after the next Commu-
nist government gets set up and say,
“Oh, well, this is all temporary. If we
are reasonable, they will back off.”
The keyword here is “permanency.”

This was a permanent treaty of alli-
ance between the Cuban Communist
Government and what was then the
Grenadian Communist Government.
And what does that say about Nicara-
gua? It says that Nicaragua is the per-
manent ally of the Communist Gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union and the
Communist Government of Cuba as
long as we allow that Communist gov-
ernment to survive.

And on the vote next Tuesday, if
anyone votes no next Tuesday, they
are voting to kill the freedom fighters’
chances of stopping communism in
Nicaragua, and they are voting to in-
crease the potential for a Soviet air-
base in Nicaragua.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I would just like to make it
clear that in my mind there is a threat
to the security of the United States of
America by allowing the Communists
to expand their foothold on the North
American Continent in Central Amer-
ica.

John F. Kennedy was President in
1962, and in 1961, in making an ad-
dress before the American Society of
Newspapers, he was talking about the
Cuban threat, and I want to quote him
because he was talking about the secu-
rity of America. This is one of the
most popular Democratic Presidents
who has lived in our century.

He said this:

Any unilateral American intervention, in
the absence of an external attack upon our-
selves or an ally, would have been contrary

to our traditions and to our international
obligations.

And then he went on to say this:
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But let the record show that our restraint
is not inexhaustible. Should it ever appear
that the inter-American doctrine of non-in-
terference merely conceals or excuses a
policy of nonaction—if the nations of this
Hemisphere should fail to meet their com-
mitments against outside Communist pene-
tration—then I want it clearly understood
that this Government will not hesitate in
meeting its primary obligations which are to
the security of our Nation.

He was concerned about the Com-
munists trying to get a toehold on our
continent in Central America, and he
was alluding to that in this speech.
You can go on and read it, and it spells
it our even more graphically as the
speech progresses. But he said that
American intervention may become
necessary.

Now, if we do not support the free-
dom fighters down there and if this
revolution expands, we are going to
have to do that, and it is not neces-
sary. But here was a Democratic Presi-
dent who made that commitment back
in 1961.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me build on
what my friend just said because I
think it is really important and it also,
frankly, frames our next speaker. I
really think this is important.

President John F. Kennedy in his in-
augural address said, “Let all our
neighbors know that we shall join
with them to oppose aggression or sub-
version anywhere in the Americas, and
let every other power know that this
hemisphere intends to remain the
master of its own house.”
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He went on to say later, speaking
about the aggressors:

We dare not tempt them with weakness,
for only when our arms are sufficient
beyond doubt can we be certain beyond
doubt that they will never be employed.

The greatest tragedy to befall the
cause of freedom in the last 20 years
has been the collapse of the pro-de-
fense, anti-Communist wing of the
Democratic Party. Its replacement by
a George McGovern, Walter Mondale
wing, what I would call an ostrich
wing, a wing in which the ostrich has
replaced the donkey as the primary
symbol, a wing in which ostrich Demo-
crats seem to be unable to understand
the nature of communism. They seem
to be unable to understand John F.
Kennedy's speeches. They seem to be
unable to even read the Grenada docu-
ments and understand what they
teach us. The ostrich wing of the
Democratic Party, I think, is driving
those Americans who used to be proud
Democrats, but who fear communism
and are concerned about America’s
survival and the survival of freedom,
have been driving more and more of
them, frankly, to leave their party. It
is a tragedy for freedom.

One man who has personally wit-
nessed it and lived through it and seen
it is the very distinguished gentleman
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from Florida [Mr. IReLaND] and I
would like to yield to him at this time.

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to register my support for the
President’s peace plan by first enu-
merating some of the issues upon
which all sides agree, and the histori-
cal facts pertinent to them. Today we
find ourselves in remarkable agree-
ment regarding the problems and dan-
gers in Nicaragua, with disagreement
restricted primarily to how we might
best solve those problems, or indeed
whether we should attempt a solution
at all.

First, I think it is generally agreed
that the nature of the current Sandi-
nista government is repugnant to both
the American citizens and their elect-
ed representatives. Offers to the
democratic opposition of so-called elec-
toral participation fooled none. Sandi-
nista harassment of opposition leaders
cost them the support of even their
more tolerant European sympathizers.
This tactic was merely part of the
long-practiced Sandinista policy begin-
ning with ignoring promises made to
the OAS which secured international
support for overthrowing the Samoza
regime in 1979. The Sandinistas are
openly Marxist-Leninist—it is a Com-
munist regime. They are implement-
ing not just the Marxist socialism
which has contributed to the country’s
economic ruin, but also the Leninist
principles of mass organization and
oppression which eventually can give
them totalitarian control over their
citizenry. The Sandinistas are not
agrarian reformers, they are Commu-
nist revolutionaries whose No. 1 priori-
ty is to consolidate their regime.

Second, once such a government has
consolidated its power, we have not,
since the birth of communism in 1917
witnessed its overthrow or a signifi-
cant reversal in its human rights
policy. Once the iron curtain has
closed, its unfortunate inhabitants
have been locked behind it. The only
countries in which there is a present
hope of such a reversal are those—
such as Afghanistan, Mozambique,
Angola, Ethiopia and Nicaragua—
where the government has not yet
consolidated its political power. And
where there exists a viable armed re-
sistance movement.

Third, the domino theory is real.
Nicaraguan Communist expansion to
the north and to the south will focus
on two strategic targets important to
the United States. Mexico on our im-
mediate border and the Panama Canal
and the Caribbean sea lanes that
supply our allies and friends. Through
nonconventional guerrilla insurgen-
cies, the Sandinistas will promote
their brand of terror and destabiliza-
tion throughout Central America.

In short, the Sandinistas will say, do
and promise anything in order to gain
enough time to consolidate their
regime. There are only two choices,
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first, to support the President’s peace
plan which promotes the Contadora
process and offers an opportunity for
a peaceful resolution of the conflicts
in Central America or support the con-
solidation of the Marxist-Sandinista
regime and strengthen the Leninist
bogds of the Soviet-Cuban-Nicaraguan
axis.

Talk is cheap and promises are
easily broken. Prolonged negotiations
and alleged regional “settlement” may
not be the Sandinistas preferred
option, but even this would give them
what they need most—time for inter-
nal consolidation. Once the Nicara-
guan people are fully controlled,
promises can be broken, as they were
in the past, and the details of “verifi-
cation” rendered irrelevant. At that
stage the Sandinistas will supplement
propaganda and political action with
more overt infiltration, terrorism and
insurgency against their neighbors.
Even if a “settlement” can now be
achieved, it will be a temporary pallia-
tive only, and the future threat will be
worse than that which now exists
since we will face a stronger enemy
with a secure base of operations. The
Sandinistas must either be forced to
allow opposition freedom and to
accept the moderation in policy which
this entails or they must be banished
from government. Only the Contras
can force them to face this choice.

Wars are not pretty, and the Con-
tras are not perfect, but they are our
only alternative to something far
worse. Although the countries of Cen-
tral and Latin America boast a demo-
cratic tradition superior to that of
other less-developed regions, they too
have serious vulnerabilities. Topogra-
phy and borders also lend themselves
to insurgency. There are Ilucrative
strategic targets both to the south of
Nicaragua, in the Panama Canal, and
to the north, in Mexico, which is the
largest supplier of U.S. oil imports and
the ethnic fatherland of many U.S.
citizens.

We cannot grant totalitarians con-
trol of Nicaragua on the theory that
this will permanently slake Sandinista
ideological ambitions. The democra-
cies erred grievously before World
War II when they ignored Churchill’s
insight and logic. We, who have expe-
rienced not just a decade of Nazism
but also nearly seven decades of com-
munism, have no excuse to repeat
those errors.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, Mr. Speaker,
I appreciate very much the gentle-
man’s comments because I think the
gentleman puts in context our fears
that we are seeing the rise of a true
Communist state in Nicaragua and a
state which is allied with the Soviet
Union against the survival of the
United States.

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. He could not be more
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correct. We need to have our col-
leagues and the American people pay
close attention. It is so important to
have this dialog move forward in a
measured pace, rather than a rush to
judgment as some of the leadership of
this body would have us do.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to my friend, the gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER.]

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

I think it is a historic thing that the
gentleman from Florida is here today
speaking as he is, because that per-
haps answers the question that was
put forth by one of the great Members
of this House, the gentleman from
Texas, CHARLES WiLsoNn, during the
last major debate that we had con-
cerning the military strength and the
MX missile. The question that he
asked, if I can paraphrase it; CHARLES
WiLson said essentially, “What has
happened to the Democrat Party of
Jack Kennedy, of FDR, and Harry
Truman, who were strong on national
defense and strong on foreign policy?”

The gentleman from Georgia has ar-
ticulated some of John Kennedy's
statements.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BurTon] has given some other state-
ments.

The Democractic Party was re-
nowned for years and years for having
a tough foreign policy. The answer
perhaps to the question of the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. WiLson], that is,
what has happened to the Democrat
Party of John Kennedy, FDR, and
Harry Truman, is that they are alive
and well and they are following people
like P GramMMm and the gentleman
from Florida, ANpy IRELAND into the
Republican Party.

Let me say that perhaps I should
welcome that as a Republican and I do
welcome these esteemed colleagues
coming forth and rejecting what they
see as a major weakness in the Demo-
crat Party; but I would much rather
see our Democrat friends standing up
on that side of the aisle saying, “We
are going to renew that Democrat
platform of Jack Kennedy and FDR.
We aren't going to give away our
hemisphere.”

I think the statements of the gentle-
man from Georgia have been right on
point. The question is not only wheth-
er the Sandinistas are good people or
bad people or have committed atroc-
ities. Certainly they have committed
them. Certainly they have denied de-
mocracy in this country and certainly
they have reneged on the promises
they made to the OAS; but beyond
that, they are providing a Soviet pres-
ence in our hemisphere. They are
doing exactly what John Kennedy said
he would stop. They are doing exactly
what Harry Truman said he would
stop. They are doing exactly what
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Dwight Eisenhower said he would
stop. If in fact we fail in this vote to
give some aid to the Contras, to the
freedom fighters, then we are going to
be acquiescing to that Soviet adven-
ture in our own hemisphere and we
are going to be allowing this and the
Democrat side of the aisle is going to
be allowing what some of the most
celebrated and revered Democratic
leaders of this country have said they
would stop, and that is an outside
power coming into our hemisphere
and establishing a presence that is a
threat to the United States.

If you look at the Backfire bomber,
we were debating the Backfire bomber
and other strategic systems that the
Soviets had recently and one of my
friends from the other side of the aisle
said, “You know, Backfire bombers
don’'t have the range, so you really
can’t count them as being long range
strategic bombers.”

People will look at the potential air-
field built in Nicaragua and the air-
field in Cuba, you realize that all of a
sudden those Backfire bombers that
have the capability of flying from
Russia to the United States and drop-
ping 26,000 pounds of nuclear war-
heads in the Midwest of the United
States suddenly become in fact capa-
ble of doing that mission because now
they have a place to recover. They do
not have enough fuel to fly back the
way they are designed to the Soviet
Union. They do have enough fuel to
recover in Central America. That is
why that 10,000-foot runway in Grena-
da was so important to us. That is why
those runways that they are con-
structing in Nicaragua are so critical
to us.

I know the gentleman remembers in
that book that he has that was put to-
gether by our historians that was de-
rived from some of the 26,000 pounds
of material that we captured in Grena-
da, he recalls a statement that was
made in the secret central committee
meeting after Ronald Reagan showed
the American people the overview, the
photographic evidence of that 10,000-
foot runway in Grenada, and he said,
“This runway is going to be used by
Soviet airplanes, possibly airplanes
like Backfire bombers that are recov-
ering in Central America.” The next
day the press said that is baloney.
They are going to ship spice through
it just like they have told us. That
secret central committee meeting re-
sulted in one member recording in the
meeting that it is agreed that the
runway will be used by the Cuban and
the Soviet military.
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So the Grenadians lied to us, the
Grenadian Marxist leader, and Ronald
Reagan was absolutely right about
this military threat. And we can
expect only the same from the Nicara-
guans.
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I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding because I simply
want to reemphasize a point just made
by a distinguished member of the
Armed Services Committee in this
body. I think what I heard the gentle-
man saying is that even if no Backfire
bomber ever ended up being put on
the runway in Nicaragua, that runway
in the hands of a Soviet ally is still a
threat to us because at that point a
first strike launched by the Soviet
Union using Backfire bombers would,
in fact, be able to use that runway to
recover after a bombing mission on
the mainland of the United States. Is
that what I understood the gentleman
to be saying?

Mr. HUNTER. That is absolutely
true. There are people, mostly on the
other side of the island, the United
States, who claim that the only bomb-
ers the Soviet Union has today that
can be counted are these old propeller-
driven Bear bombers because they
claim the Backfire bomber does have
the capability, it is a swept wing jet
aircraft that can go faster than the
speed of sound, and can deposit 26,000
pounds of nuclear payload in the
United States. But we cannot consider
that to be a long range bomber, and
we cannot consider that to be some-
thing that should be part of the SALT
treaties because, after all, it then does
not have the fuel to go back to Russia.
So theoretically a Soviet crew cannot
leave Russia and come and bomb the
United States and return to the Soviet
Union.

But it can recover in Central Amer-
ica, so that is why those runways,
those 10,000-foot runways in Central
America are so very, very deadly to
the United States.

Mr. GINGRICH. So potentially a no
vote on Tuesday against aid for the
freedom fighters is a vote which as a
consequence could have Soviet nuclear
bombers having a base in Nicaragua
against the United States?

Mr. HUNTER. That is right. It gives
an added effectiveness of 200-plus
extra strategic bombers to the Soviet
Union that are in their inventory and
can be, can practically be used in a
strategic attack against the United
States.

Mr. GINGRICH. I think every
American citizen should think about
that between now and Tuesday. If
your Congressman or your Congress-
woman votes no on Tuesday, they are
in effect voting for a policy which in-
creases the likelihood that the Soviet
Union would have a nuclear air force
base in Nicaragua.

Mr. HUNTER. That is right.
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Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the Speak-
€r.

THE ELECTION IN INDIANA'S
EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Gonzarez). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Arizo-
na [Mr. KoLBe] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take the Members back, if I might,
and those who today are within my
earshot, to 1972, to the Olympics in
Munich, Germany. Some of you may
recall the basketball game that was
played in those Olympics between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

At the end of that basketball game
the Soviet Union was behind by one
point. The United States had won the
basketball championship at the Oly-
mics. But there was a referee who
came from an East German country
and he decided that they would roll
back the clock for 3 seconds and
replay those last 3 seconds.

They did so. They did not get off an-
other shot, and at the end of the 3 sec-
onds the United States won the bas-
ketball game by one point.

The referee again decided that they
would replay those last 3 seconds once
again at the end of it and once again
gave them a second chance, gave the
Soviet Union a second chance to win
the Olympic basketball game.

They did. They got off a shot and
sure enough, at the end of the second
replay of that Olympic basketball
game the Soviet Union won that
Olympic championship.

Mr. Speaker, what is the point? Does
it remind you of anything that is
going on today in this body?

It does. I am talking, of course,
about the election, the election which
has been going on since November 6 in
the Eighth Distirct of Indiana, an elec-
tion which was won by Mr. Rick McIn-
tyre, the Republican candidate for the
House of Representatives in that dis-
trict. It was won on election night, and
then it was recounted. And the elec-
tion was won again on the recount by
Mr. McIntyre.

But that was not enough. This
House did not seat Mr. McIntyre and
they decided they were going to under-
take their own count. And so we have
gone through the process again of this
time the House of Representatives de-
vising its own rules on how they would
count the ballots in the Eighth Dis-
trict of Indiana. This time with the
House of Representatives stacking
those rules in such a way that they
would do everything they could to
guarantee a victory for the other side.

Now we are at the end of that
second recount, the third election to
take place in Indiana’s Eighth District
in the last few months, and they still
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have not been able to win the election.
It is a dead heat. It is a dead heat. Out
of 230,000 votes that are cast, the elec-
tion is virtually a dead heat.

Now we are coming down to Friday
of this week when the task force that
is assigned to look into that election
will have to go to Indiana and face the
voters and the citizens of that district
and tell them what they are going to
do. They have done everything they
can to keep the Eighth District from
being represented by Mr. Mclntyre.
They have done everything they can
to structure the rules of the recount in
such a way that they would win this
election.

Now they are going to have to go
and tell them what they are going to
do. So I think that now, as we come to
the end of this very, very long and ar-
duous period that has been difficult
for either of the candidates in that
election, I might add, as we come to
the end of this recount I think it is
fair that this House, which is going to
have to deal with this issue again, as
we have dealt with it on January 3 and
time and again since then, as we have
insisted that the time has come for
the winner, that certified winner in
the Eighth Congressional District elec-
tion to be seated, I think it is appropri-
ate that we take some time now to
review all of the events that have
taken place since November 1984 and
look at that election so that the Amer-
ican people will know exactly what has
transpired during this election.

Let us remember, there has never
been a question, a suggestion by any-
body of fraud. There has never been a
suggestion that this election was done
unfairly, that the recount, that the
count was handled incorrectly, that
the tallyings were done improperly.
There has never been the suggestion
of any illegality. Nobody has filed any
charge under the Federal elections
law. Nobody has made such a claim
during the whole course of this elec-
tion.

So on election night, November 6,
the winner was Rick McIntyre. There
was a period there for a few hours, ac-
tually about 48 hours, when one
county reported incorrectly its tally,
and it would appear, would have ap-
peared that Mr. McCloskey was ahead
by about 72 votes. But that was based
on a clearly improperly added up tally,
not on the basis of any counts of votes,
just that the numbers when they were
added on the bottom column came out
differently.

A few days later the courts in Indi-
ana directed the clerk in that county
to add up those figures again. It does
not take very long with the pocket cal-
culators we have these days to do that.
He added them up and, sure enough,
the figures came out and showed that
Mr. McIntyre had won that election.

Yes, it was a close election. It was a
razor-thin margin. But he won that
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election. And the secretary of state
issued a certificate on that basis,
issued a certificate to Mr. McIntyre
that he was the actually elected and
duly certified winner of the election in
the Eighth District of Indiana.

Well, we all know what happened.
When we arrived here on January 3 to
be sworn in, along with Mr. McIntyre I
came also as a freshman Member of
this body to be sworn in. I did that day
raise my hand and take the oath of
office to uphold and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States. My cer-
tificate that came with me as a duly
elected Member of the Fifth District
of Arizona was not in question.

Yes, I had a close election. No, it was
not as close an election as Mr. McIn-
tyre had, but it was a close election.
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But nobody suggested fraud in my
case. Nobody suggested that I should
not be seated because I had a close
election. I think when we get to it, at
the end of this discussion today or at
the end of all the discussions that we
have had with this, when you strip
away all the other things that are said
about the election in Indiana’s Eighth
District, there is one and only one dif-
ference between the election that was
held in my case or the election that
was held in the case of each of the
other 434 districts of the United
States, and that is that this one was
exceptionally close, close. That is all
that was different, it was close. But
there was a winner. That winner was
certified.

But we know what the next step
was. The Democratic majority in the
House of Representatives refused to
seat Mr. McIntyre on the floor of this
body saying that they needed to take a
look at this election, that is was too
close an election, and there were, by
golly, some charges that were made
about some irregularities, apparently
reading some newspapers or listening
on the phone to somebody who might
have called up. No formal statement
ever issued, no formal charge ever
issued under the Federal election law.
But they were going to take a look at
this election because it was a close
vote and the House had a responsibil-
ity to look at that.

So he was not seated.

After all, they make the point, there
is a recount going on right now in In-
diana, and we ought to wait and see
how that recount comes out. It should
not take too long. Another couple of
weeks and the recount in Indiana was
completed.

The outcome, as we know, was very
clear. Mr. McIntyre won the election
again, this time by a substantially
wider margin. In fact, under that re-
count, as the figures that now stand as
the only official figures under Indiana
election law as to what the outcome of




8282

that election in the Eighth District
was, Mr, McIntyre won that election
by more votes than some Members
who now sit in this body won their
election by. Not very many of us won
as close as that even under the re-
count, but there are Members who
were seated whose certificate was ac-
cepted in this body who won by less
votes than Mr. McIntyre did on the re-
count.

Well, you would have thought that
the recount, having been undertaken
by Indiana in complete conformance
and compliance with its own law on
the handling of recounts, would have
settled the issue once and for all, and
the majority in this body would have
said let’s get on about our business,
“OK, we have assigned this thing to
the House Administration Committee,
to the task force, and we will continue
to let them take a look at this issue,
but in the meantime there can be no
question, there can be no question but
that Mr. McIntyre, with his certifi-
cate, ought to be seated on the floor of
the House of Representatives.” But,
no, they did not do that. That was not
the decision that was made. Instead,
they refused once again to seat him
because, though the Republican mi-
nority asked them to comply with
what has been the precedent in virtu-
ally every single case that has ever
been heard in this body, they refused
to seat him, and we went right on with
the recount.

That was done.

Now we are going to do the recount
under the rules set up by the House of
Representatives, by the task force of
the House Administration Committee.

Despite the efforts since that time to
resolve this matter and to seat the in-
dividual, pending the outcome of that
investigation and that recount, who
carries the certificate from the secre-
tary of state, they have not done so.

Now, the recount that was undertak-
en by this body, by the House Admin-
istration Committee, is a very interest-
ing process because of course they de-
cided what the election law ought to
be in Indiana. They decided what
ought to be fair about which votes
ought to be counted and which ones
ought not to be counted. They restruc-
tured the rules for the recount in such
a fashion that they—they restructured
those rules for the recount in such a
fashion that there was no doubt in
their minds how the next recount
would come out, the one that they
were going to undertake. This time
they put the rules, we will get to that
in a bit in the course of this discussion,
they restructured the rules in such a
way that surely the ones that were not
going to get counted and the ones that
were going to be thrown out were the
ones in the stronghold for Mr. McIn-
tyre and the ones that were going to
get counted were contrarywise in the
opponent’s. And, despite the fact that
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they did these rules and despite the
fact that they covered it with this
patina of fairness by getting the Gen-
eral Accounting Office into the busi-
ness of conducting this recount, de-
spite all of these things, here we are
now more than 90 or 100 days later, we
are now at the end of that third elec-
tion in the Eighth District of Indiana,
and it is a dead heat. They still have
not been able to get their person as
the winner in this election.

I think it is interesting to observe in
the Indiana election law on this point
there has never been any suggestion
that Indiana law was wrong. Sure,
Indian law may be different than the
election law that exists in your State
or in my State, but each of us pre-
sumes that our States have the right
and the authority to adopt the elec-
tion laws under which each of us will
get ourselves on the ballot, so long as
it is not inconsistent with the Consti-
tution of the United States; that each
State has the ability to adopt its own
election laws which say when people
will be registered, how they will regis-
ter to vote, what kind of information
will be on there; that each State has
the authority to adopt its own election
laws which govern the conduct of the
election on election day; that each
State has the authority to adopt its
own election laws which govern how
you will conduct absentee ballots, and,
yes, Mr. Speaker, when there is a vote,
an election that is challenged, that
each State shall have the authority to
enact its own election law which will
govern how a recount will be done.
There is no question that Indiana has
the right to do this.

Let me just give you one suggestion:
In my State, Arizona, we are unique in
one respect in the law on registration.
We have a longer period from the
close of registration to the election
date than any other State in this
country.

In order to vote in Arizona you have
to be signed up and registered 50 days
before the election. You have to be on
the rolls 50 days before.

Most States have 30 days, or 20 days,
and there are a number of States that
you can go in on election day and vote.

Now, if this task force had said,
‘“Well, that is erroneous, it is too long
a period, people aren’t thinking about
an election 50 days beforehand, they
ought to be able to go in in 20 days be-
forehand and register to vote and be
allowed to vote in the Fifth District of
Arizona [Mr. KorLeel.” If they had
done that, what would they do? Would
they go out on the streets and pull ev-
erybody and say, “Did you intend to
vote if you have forgotten to register?”
Of course not. We presume that each
State has the authority to enact its
own election laws, that it should
govern its own election laws. That is
indeed why the certificate that each of
us brings from the Secretary of State
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or the appropriate elected official in
each of our States is so critical, be-
cause it is the certificate that we bring
that certifies us by the election au-
thorities in our own State, as the duly
certified winner of our race.

Mr. McIntyre was no different in
that.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle-
man from Arizona for yielding.

I think he has laid out the chronolo-
gy of events surrounding this so-called
McIntyre controversy very accurately.

Let me just say something and recall
a similarly contested seat which oc-
curred several years ago when Mr.
HewnpoN of North Carolina lost his seat
following the 1982 election.

You know, he had a very unusual
case there because Mr. HENDON, ac-
cording to a Federal court, won that
particular seat. In this situation you
had a lever that you could pull in
North Carolina that would vote for
the straight Democratic Party. It was
the party level; if you pulled that
thing you could vote for everybody
there who had a “D" after their name.
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But in Mr. HENDON's district, at least
in a number of the counties, you had
people who wanted to, they wanted to
vote Democrat almost all the way
through, and they pulled that Demo-
crat lever, but then they went over
and they very clearly marked an X
next to Mr. HENDON'S name, next to
the Republican’s name.

Yet, when the clerk counted up
those votes, they counted the ballots
in which the voter had marked an “X"
next to Mr. HENDON'S name for his op-
ponent.

Mr. HENpON took that case to the
Federal court, and the Federal court
said this about it. They said:

The imposition of a legislative preference
for the straight party candidate when the
voter has indicated no such preference is an
arbitrary subversion of the electoral proc-
ess. It serves no compelling state interest,

They continued:

We conclude that the legislative directive
to count an improperly split ballot as a vote
for the straight party ticket is unconstitu-
tional.

Here you have a Federal court
saying it is unconstitutional to say
that when a guy puts his X next to
Mr. HENDON'S name, you count it for
the other guy. This provision of the
statute denies the equal protection of
the laws to both the voter and the op-
ponent of the candidate named in the
straight party ticket.

That is Hendon v. North Carolina
State Board of Elections, T10 Fed 2d
177, 4th Circuit, 1983.

And yet even with those credentials,
Mr. HENDON came before this body and
asked this body for a recount, this
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body, the Democrat leadership of this
body, which controls the body right
now and did then—denied him a re-
count.

The reason they gave for denying
the recount was the other feller, by
gosh, had the certificate, and the cer-
tificate was what was important.

So here you had a case where you
actually had a Federal court ruling
the election to be unconstitutional; at
least the manner in which they count-
ed the ballots, you did not have a ques-
tion on how the ballots were counted,
you had ballots that had X's on them
next to Mr. HENDpON's name, the Re-
publican’s name, and those were
counted as Democrat votes, or votes
for the Democrat candidate.

This body said: No, the certificate is
the important thing, and the certifi-
cate preempts the fact that these bal-
lots were in fact counted in an uncon-
stitutional manner, and they denied
Mr. HENDON his seat.

Now here you have Mr. McIntyre
come along, you have him with a duly
issued certificate, along with the re-
count that says that he is a winner,
and he is denied a seat. And I have
never had it explained to me by a
member of the Democratic leadership
how those two sets of circumstances
can be reconciled, and how that incon-
sistency can possibly be erased by the
process we are going through right
now.

Mr. KEOLBE. I thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. HunTER] for his
comments. As he was talking, it made

me think of a couple of points.
One of the things we have heard—
let me just add, I should say paren-

thetically, that I suspect you will
never get the explanation of why the
two were treated differently, because
there is no real explanation for it;
there is no justification whatever for
treating these two cases in such obvi-
ously different manners.

One of the points that has been
made frequently on this floor by
people on the other side of the aisle,
the distinguished gentlemen and gen-
tlewomen on the other side of the
aisle, has been that Indiana has
changed its election law. So clearly
there must have been some problem in
Indiana, with the election law, that
they changed this.

Certainly we ought to take that into
account and we ought to be using the
election law which has been enacted in
Indiana as we recount these ballots—
not that that necessarily would have
made any difference at all, but that we
ought to be taking that into account.

In the case you cited in North Caro-
lina, of course, you had a Federal
judge which struck that provision
down, flat out struck it down; said this
is unconstitutional and you cannot do
that. Subsequently the North Carolina
Legislature changed its law in that
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regard. They changed the law about
how those are to be done.

It was never suggested here that we
ought to go back and recount and
reseat for 2 years before Mr. HENDON
on the floor of this body, because the
law was struck down and it was
changed—no, they said he did not
have the certificate; his opponent had
the certificate.

That was what the election officials
in the State of North Carolina had
ruled; that his opponent was the duly
elected individual, and he brought
that certificate and this body seated
that person.

Now I think this body certainly
ought to have looked at the election
and the way it was conducted, but I
think they were perfectly within their
rights, pending the outcome of such
an investigation, to seat the individual
who brings the certificate.

And that, for the last 100-plus days,
is all that we have asked of this body:
to give the presumption to the individ-
ual.

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KEOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is ab-
solutely right. You know, if you look
at some of the very close votes that we
have had, I think the MX missile
passed by six votes. If three votes had
been changed out of the entire House,
that vote would have failed, and the
MX missile would not have been
funded.

And I say that, realizing that some
people are on one side of the fence
with regard to the missile; others are
on the other side of the fence. The
point is that that vote, that single vote
that Mr. McIntyre could have been
casting the last 120 days is very impor-
tant, not only for the people of his dis-
trict in Indiana, but also to the United
States and to our foreign and domestic
policy.

There is absolutely unequal treat-
ment that has been accorded by the
Democrat leadership to challengers of
election results from the two parties.
There is no way to reconcile the
Hendon case with the McIntyre case.

During this past election, we had an-
other close election, too; I think we
had a close election with our friend
George Hanson from Idaho. He, I
think, was declared to be the loser by
some T4 votes, and I know that he had
some questions about votes particular-
1y that might have been cast by out-of-
state people who were not really resi-
dents.

We could have moved not to have
seated the gentleman who defeated
George Hanson; I think that is Mr.
StaLLings; but we did not do that. I
think most Members of the Republi-
can side of the aisle voted overwhelm-
ingly to go ahead and seat Mr. STAL-
LINGS, because he had the certificate,
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which is a standard that this institu-
tion has always honored, except for
one case when the secretary of state
himself—and I think it was an Indiana
case—sent an affidavit to the House of
Representatives saying, “I've made a
mistake,” and in that case they did not
seat him.

In all other cases, they have hon-
ored that certificate, and there is abso-
lutely unequal treatment here and it
has done a disservice to the people of
Indiana as well as to the people of the
United States, and certainly to the
gentleman who worked so hard for
that election, Mr. McIntyre.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KOLBE. I will be happy to yield
to the gentlewoman.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Is not it true that
in the case of Hanson versus Stallings
that here was an election that irregu-
larities have been charged in already;
that there were charges made?

Mr. HUNTER. That is right.

Mrs. BENTLEY. And in the case of
the McIntyre race, there have been no
charges of irregularities?

Mr. HUNTER. That is right. There
has been nobody saying that there has
been any underhandedness; in fact, as
I understand, most of the election offi-
cials in the counties, in Mr. McIntyre’s
district, are Democrats; the people
who put the rules in effect and regu-
lated the elections and declared Mr.
McIntyre to be the winner.

So your are absolutely right; it is a
matter of the Democrat leadership in
this House exhibiting no faith and
credit to the State authorities that we
have relied on for 100 and some years
to govern, at least initially, our elec-
tions.

Mrs. BENTLEY. If the gentleman
would yield further, this of course
makes it look like down the road all of
us could face a problem of the same
kind.

Mr. HUNTER. I think the gentle-
woman has hit the nail on the head.
What I see the Democrat leadership
saying potentially, at least implicitly,
to challengers throughout this coun-
try is, that if you are a Democrat, you
do not have to quite get 50 percent of
the vote; come close and we will see
what we can do.

Mr. KEOLBE. I thank the gentleman
from California for his earlier re-
marks, as well as the gentlewoman,
and I will be happy to yield to her fur-
ther if she would like.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to comment
on the point that he made about the
case in North Carolina, because I
think the distinction is very obvious;
that we cannot see any way to ration-
alize the two different ways in which
these cases were decided.

Nor can we, if we look through the
course of the recount, figure out how
this recount is being undertaken.
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I mention in my remarks earlier, and
I think it is a serious statement to
make, that the rules of the recount
have been structured in such a way as
to favor an outcome for Mr. McClos-
key.

Well, let me tell you one of the
things that the task force decided to
do in this recount: They decided, one
of the issues that had been raised ear-
lier, of course, was that in some coun-
ties there were ballots that had not
been counted because they had not
been properly notarized, they had not
been properly initialed, rather, before
they were dropped in the ballot box;
they had various problems.

They decided they would count all
of those. But guess what they decided
they would not count at the outset?
They decided they would not count all
the ballots that have mutilations or
distinguishing marks.

Now under Indiana law there is no
problem, apparently, in counting
those; those are handled on a case-by-
case basis. But they made that kind of
across-the-board decision; they would
count all the others that had not met
the specifics of Indiana law on the way
in which they were case, but they
would not count those that had the
mutilations or the distinguishing
marks.

That exception applies to over
24,000 votes in 9 counties. In those
counties, the ballots went by more
than 1,400 votes for Mr. McIntyre. So
one can see just as you work the statis-
tics—and I happen to have some
knowledge of the law of probabilities;
my wife teaches statistics at the Uni-
versity of Arizona—as you start to play
the laws of probability, you are play-
ing a game where you figure out
sooner or later your are going to be
able to knock off enough votes in that
kind of a lead, when you look at those
mutilations or distinguishing marks,
and you will be able to come out
ahead.

Sure enough, they have been able to
do it. They have been able to whittle
down this lead that ended up at the
recount of some 400 votes, by using
the House rules, apparently the new
election laws of Indiana, or at least
the new election laws of the Eighth
District of Indiana decided by the
House of Representatives task force
consisting of two gentlemen from Cali-
fornia and one from Missouri who
have rewritten the Indiana elections
code.
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They have written it in such a way
and have done everything they could
to make sure that the outcome would
come out differently, and they still
have not been able to get there. They
are almost there. It is a dead heat.
And maybe on Friday they will be able
to figure out some way to make sure
that it comes out correctly for them.
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One of the ballots that is in dispute,
as I understand it—and I do not know
that the task force has made a deci-
sion on this, but I think it is interest-
ing, the kind of degree to which they
are going to go, to which they are
going to reach to try to make sure the
outcome is the way they want it—in
one of the counties of Indiana's
Eighth District that is split between
the Eighth and the Ninth Districts
there is a precinct, I do not know
whether it is right on the border or
the boundary, but, anyhow, it is one of
those counties that is split between
two congressional districts, one indi-
vidual in this country got a ballot, who
is in the Eighth District, got a ballot
that was from the Ninth District,
ended up voting the Ninth District
ballot, he was in a precinct that
should have had an Eighth District
ballot, he voted a straight—he or she,
you never know about those things—
voted a straight Democractic ticket.
Well, the task force, the counters,
looked at that, and apparently one of
the arguments that is being made by
certain staff members of the task
force is that, well, clearly, he had in-
tended to vote for Mr. McCloskey be-
cause he voted a straight Democratic
ticket, and if he had just the opportu-
nity to get the right ballot, he would
have done so. Of course the name was
not on there. He voted instead, under
the law, under the ballot he got, for
Mr. Hamilton, but we are going to say
he realy intended to vote for Mr.
McCloskey.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Let us understand
this, We have a ballot where someone
voted for Mr. Hamilton—

Mr. KOLBE. And it is going to be
counted for Mr. McCloskey, that is
correct.

Mr. WALKER. And it is going to be
counted for Mr. McCloskey?

Mr. KEOLBE. I am not sure that the
task force has made a final decision on
that, but that is one of the arguments,
that is one of the ballots that is being
considered.

Mr. WALKER. Someone is seriously
contending that a ballot cast for Mr.
Hamilton in a totally different district
is now going to be counted for Mr.
McCloskey in order to help Mr.
McCloskey’s vote?

Mr. EOLBE. Well, the theory is, you
see, that if he had just gotten—if they
had not made this error and given him
the wrong ballot, he really would have
voted for Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. WALKER. But effectively he
voted for Mr. Hamilton, and now we
are going to count it for Mr. McClos-
key?

Mr. KOLBE. Absolutely.
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Mr. WALKER. And that is evidently
what we mean by counting all of the
ballots.

Mr. KOLBE. That is what we mean
by counting all of the ballots. We
might go out onto the street and find
some people who did not get a chance
to vote and have an opportunity to ask
them.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am from
the Sixth District of Indiana. Does the
gentleman think it is possible we could
get the recount commissioner to take
10 or 12 of my ballots down to the
Eighth District for Mr. McIntyre?

Mr. KEOLBE. I would be happy to
contribute a few of mine from Arizona.

Mr. WALKER. I would be glad to
contribute a few of mine. We could
put together quite a package here this
evening if that is the way we are going
to count around here. That is an inter-
esting new rule that we have written
here in the House, that ballots cast for
one Member of Congress you can
simply transfer over and have them
counted for another contested race.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DORNAN of California. Califor-
nia has been so diabolically chopped
and carved up that our average win,
Republicans and Democrats, our aver-
age percentile was a 68 percent victory
in all 45 seats. We have so many votes
to spare in both parties that we should
be allowed to transport just thousands
of votes to the Eighth District of Indi-
ana.

Mr. KOLBE. I appreciate the offer
of the gentleman from California, and
I am sure Mr. McIntyre would, as well.

I yield to the gentleman from Indi-
ana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I come
from Indiana, and I know of our elec-
tive processes there and I know the of-
ficials who judged this race, I know
our secretary of state, who is a very
honorable man, and we kid around
about this right now because it is so
appalling what is taking place at the
hands of the Democrats in taking
away this seat from a Republican Con-
gressman—and I call him a Congress-
man because I think he is and should
be—and it is really unfortunate that
the elective process in Indiana is being
subverted by the Democrats and a
precedent is being set that is going to
follow elections of this kind probably
for the next 20 or 30 years, and I am
hopeful that the people of this coun-
try realize what is happening right
now. A sovereign State is having its
election laws overturned and the Con-
gress of the United States, a Democrat

Mr.
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majority, is using a ruse to seat one of
its own Members.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Maryland.

Mrs. BENTLEY. I wanted to ask the
gentleman from Indiana, is it not true,
though, that the local Democrats, the
Democrats from Indiana, in their
count, have said that McIntyre was
the winner, but it is the Democrats
from the House of Representatives
who are doing it otherwise?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen-
tlewoman will yield for an answer, yes,
you are absolutely correct. Sixty per-
cent of the recount commissioners
were Democrats. In nine of the coun-
ties, the majority of the counties, the
recount commissioners were a majori-
ty Democrat, and when they threw
out the votes, the ballots that were
not correct, which gave Mr. McIntyre
a 418 win, 93 percent of those ballots
thrown out were thrown out by Demo-
crats, and they said Mr. McIntyre was
the legitimate winner by I think 418
votes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. I just wanted to
clarify that.

Mr. KEOLBE. I thank the gentlewom-
an for her comments, and the gentle-
man from Indiana as well.

I think it is useful just to go through
once again here and summarize some
of the points that need to be made
about the race in the Eighth District
of Indiana. I think again that it is ap-
propriate that we do so now because
we are reaching that final stage, that
stage where a final decision is going to
have to be made by the task force, fol-
lowing that by the Administration
Committee, and following that by this
body. I think as each of us looks at the
record that we will come to a very
clear conclusion about the way that
this affair has been handled.

Let us take a look at a few of the
points, the facts. First of all, I think
that we can conclude that this task
force recount probably never should
have taken place. No one has ever sug-
gested there was any fraud or there
was any irregularity or that anything
was handled improperly at the time of
the November elections. To this day
the opponent has not filed any charge
under the Federal elections law with
the courts, has not suggested that
there was any irregularity in the way
that the election was handled. And the
vote on election night and the vote at
the time the recount was undertaken,
that the retallying was undertaken
and that the certificate was issued,
clearly showed Mr. McIntyre the
winner. The vote at the end of the re-
count clearly showed him the winner.
There was no reason that this House
of Representatives ever needed to un-
dertake its own recount, to substitute
its own will for the people of Indiana
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with regard to how elections should be
conducted.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Maryland.

Mrs. BENTLEY, The gentleman has
emphasized that there have been no
charges of any fraud, et cetera.

Mr. KOLBE. That is correct.

Mrs. BENTLEY. I want to point out
that 6 weeks ago the other party sin-
gled me out for a vicious attack, sug-
gesting that I had voted to seat Mr.
MciIntyre for base motives of racial
bias.

I spoke on this floor when a press re-
lease was circulated to that effect sent
out to all of the media in my district.

I pointed out that this was the
standard tactic for people who have
need to attempt to steal a congression-
al seat.

Now, certain facts deserve to be re-
peated on the eve of the completion of
that would-be theft. The loser of that
race—and pray to God that he will not
be named the winner by his friends—
never entered an election contest and
never until after this matter got to
this body alleged any vote irregularity
of any kind.

There was a time limit, as you know,
after the election to do that. The
reason is quite simple. All the irregula-
ties that he alleged had benefited him.
Neither I nor anyone who voted to
seat the real winner, the one who was
certified by the State, voted to disen-
franchise anyone, nor did I vote to
deny anyone’s voting rights. The Fed-
eral court in Indiana never even men-
tioned such an issue.

What is crystal clear is that the only
thing of importance to those who
smeared my reputation was to get the
seat for the loser. Facts were not im-
portant then and they are not impor-
tant now.

We can be sure that the task force
will attempt to baptize a new winner
in Indiana’s eighth. Then if they do
that, I am going to ask: Who will have
violated the voting rights of the citi-
zens of that district?

And I think this is a course we must
pursue.

I thank the gentleman.

0 1930

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentlewom-
an for her comments and I was not
aware that you had been subject to
that kind of attack in your congres-
sional district. I think it is most repre-
hensible and unfortunate that people,
certain individuals feel a need to in-
dulge in that kind of attack on others
on the basis of a vote that they cast.

In my view I do not suggest any mo-
tives, racial motives on the part of
anybody in the votes that they cast on
this floor. My view is very clear on this
issue. I think they are wrong-headed
about the votes that they are casting.
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I think they are doing so for a parti-
san, political reason, but not for any
other kind of reason. Not for anything
that has been suggested in your case.

I yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina.

Mr, COBEY. I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding.

I think it is fitting that I should be
here on the eve of the conclusion of
this recount and the gentlewoman
from Maryland. We all are freshman
Congressmen; we all were in close
races and this could easily be us in-
volved in a situation like the Indiana
eighth just as Rick McIntyre is in-
volved.

There were a lot of close races this
year. We were all sworn in on January
the 3d except Rick McIntyre. I just
have never understood why the House
of Representatives Task Force had to
go out and conduct this recount. We
have already had a count of the votes;
a 34-vote victory for Rick MclIntyre.
He was certified by the Secretary of
the State of Indiana just like I was
certified by the Secretary of North
Carolina. Then there was a recount;
he won by 418 votes. We have heard
already that nine of these counties
were controlled by Democratic boards,
and why have we gone through this
count?

Yes; I stand behind the House of
Representatives’ right to go in and in-
vestigate this race, but why did we not
have an investigation and a determina-
tion as to whether a recount or not
was needed? There was no alleged ir-
regularities, and yet we have been sub-
jected to this count.

Mr. KOLBE. I would just like to re-
spond, and I will yield further to the
gentleman from North Carolina. I
think the question is a good one and
one that needs to be raised now and on
each appropriate opportunity on this
floor as to why this is being done. I
think the answer is fairly clear. We
are going to recount as often as we
must; we are going to change the rules
in such a way, as often as we must, in
order to get the outcome to come out
the way that certain individuals, a cer-
tain group, the majority in this body,
clearly want it to come.

You were not here at the beginning
of my remarks, but considering your
background I think you would appreci-
ate this particular analogy. I made the
analogy of this election to the 1972
Olympic basketball championship,
where if you will recall the United
States and the Soviet Union fought
down to the wire at the end of the
time, the United States won by one
point.

The East European referee rolled
back the clock for 3 seconds; they
played the last 3 seconds; they still did
not score a basket, so they rolled back
the clock again for another 3 seconds.
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Sure enough, on the third try, they
got a basket in.

The point is, if you play it often
enough, the game, the law of statistics
says that you will get the team you
want to be the winner, and sure
enough, if you recount this election
often enough, especially if you change
the rules as they did in this case, you
might as well have taken four of our
five basketball team members off the
court, if they change the rules enough,
sure you can get it so it comes out the
way you want it, that is exactly what
happened in this case.

I yield further.

Mr. COBEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I think we need to contin-
ue to reiterate the point, the fact that
he was the certified winner by the Sec-
retary of State. I am glad the Gover-
nor of Indiana is pursuing this case in
the courts on behalf of the people of
Indiana. I hope no matter what the
outcome is that this case is continued
to be pursued in the courts because we
are breaking with precedents, 200
years of precedents. This would be a
horrible thing to establish that this
House of Representatives, after 200
yvears of always seating the certified
candidate or certified winner of a race,
to suddenly break with that tradition
in an unconstitutional manner and es-
tablish a new precedent.

We have to establish that in law
that this is wrong and not a right
action on the part of the majority
party. While we have been going
through all these recounts, and I know
we are told it will be over tomorrow
and that we will consider this matter
next week, but we have been promised
week after week that this was going to
be over. We are now at the 105th day
that the people of the 8th District of
Indiana have not been represented in
this body. They do not have anybody
here to vote on critical issues, but they
are being taxed; they paid their taxes
on April 15. This is the very thing that
our Revolutionary War was fought
over, the fact that we were taxed with-
out representation.

So we need to get this over with
quickly, but we cannot allow this to be
forgotten, because we cannot allow
this to be repeated again.

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina and I think you
have made two or three points that I
would like to emphasize. Certainly
that last one I think needs to be em-
phasized and that is that we should
not forget this case. Unfortunately,
certainly for a long time to come, we
will not be able to forget it because I
think it has left an indelible scar on
the good will which should mark the
conduct of this body. I think that per-
haps is the most tragic thing about
this case. It need never have happened
that way.

You also made a point that I think is
a good one, earlier, and that is that
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there is 200 years of precedent. There
are 82 cases that are directly on this
point in the way in which the House
views an election under these condi-
tions. In each of those cases, in every
single one of those cases, the individ-
ual that carried the certificate was
seated on the floor of the House of
Representatives. I say that, make that
statement with the full knowledge of
the Roush-Chambers case in Indiana
25 years ago, where the individual who
came with, there were two individuals,
each with a certificate, one from the
Governor, a dispute over that. In that
case, no one was seated, but there was
not a clear indication of who had the
legitimate certificate. So I think it is
absolutely accurate to say in every
single case that the individual who has
won an election, has brought the cer-
tificate and has come to this body with
that certificate, that individual has
been seated.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I think we do need to
make the point that on several occa-
sions we have heard the Democrats
parade out onto the floor a series of
precedent cases that they said are
precedents that say that what the gen-
tleman has just stated would be abso-
lutely wrong, that they have got all
kinds of precedents of people who
were not seated.

The point being that every one of
those previous cases involved fraud of
some kind. No one, no one, has said
that there is fraud involved in this
election. If they have got proof that
there is fraud involved in this election,
they should have brought it out a long
time ago. The fact is that they do not
have anything of that kind. So those
precedents are meaningless. The only
precedent that they have that has any
smidgeon of a precedent is the Rouse-
Chambers case, which the gentleman
just discussed, and the Rouse-Cham-
bers case, as the gentleman said, you
had two certificates that were in-
volved.

So it is a totally absurd precedent
for this case too. But to have them
come to the floor from time to time
and try to mislead the American
people on the basis that this is not the
only case, that there have been previ-
ous cases before, that fact is that
when you look back at all those prece-
dents they have cited, there is fraud
involved, that somebody came to Con-
gress, for instance, carrying a fraudu-
lent certificate. Well, obviously we are
not going to seat someone who has a
fraudulent certificate; maybe one he
printed up in his own basement. That
is obviously not a case where we are
going to seat someone,

But those are not precedent cases
for what is happening in Indiana, this
is a case of just raw power of the ma-
jority, a dictatorship of the majority

April 17, 1985

denying the seat to a certificated
Member of Congress from his home
State.
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This is the first time in history that
that has ever happened, the first time
in history that the House has abrogat-
ed to itself the authority to deny a cer-
tificated Member from a State his
rightful seat in this body. It is one of
the most horrendous examples of this
House exercising its dictatorial power
rather than being a democratic body
that it was intended to be under our
Constitution.

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, and you have hit
on a point that I think is very impor-
tant. There is a very clear reason why
50 many of us in this body are very
concerned about the precedent that is
being established in this case. It is not
simply the issue of Mr. McIntyre
versus Mr. McCloskey or 1 out of 435
races in congressional districts in the
United States, as important that it is.

It is the question of the abuse of
power by the majority, the abuse of
power which would allow that party to
say, “Although there is no precedent
for doing so, we will not seat an indi-
vidual who carries a certificate of elec-
tion,” an abuse of power that makes
each of us, I think, certainly those of
us in the minority, and in my opinion
it ought to apply just as well to those
in the majority, be concerned with the
fact that one party, one group, can
abuse its power in such a way as to
deny a seat to an individual who wins
an election and is certified and comes
to this body to be seated.

We should be concerned about that.
All of us who believe in the rights of
the minority, all of us who believe in
the democratic process in this country,
should be very concerned that that
can take place. If today it is Mr. McIn-
tyre, tomorrow who will it be? Which
Member of this body will be the next
target in the next election?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I have missed part of
the debate this evening, so excuse me
if I cover old ground, but it is my un-
derstanding that the latest count that
we have is that Mr. McCloskey is
ahead by 1 vote. I guess we all come to
this body as U.S. Representatives and
we obviously want to uphold the Con-
stitution, and nobody questions the
fact that the House is going to be the
sole judge of who it shall seat, but I
think there are some very legitimate
questions that can be raised about the
validity of this latest recount.

No. 1, insofar as I can tell from re-
search, the counting rules used in the
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recount have never been used in any
election before. They did not use the
State election code of Indiana nor any
other State or Federal election code.
They basically, on a 2-to-1 vote, decid-
ed to count every conceivable ballot
that could be called a ballot except
those that had distinguishing marks.

Mr. KOLBE. That is correct.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. You men-
tioned the basketball scenario. To me,
that is a scenario where the leaders in
the majority party have decided that
the only chance they have to win,
they could not win the original elec-
tion, which Mr. McIntyre won by 34
votes, they could not win under the
election code of Indiana, which Mr.
McIntyre won by 418 votes, the only
possible chance they had to win was to
come up with a set of rules that had
never been used before, and using
their own set of rules, they have now
managed to strain mightily and possi-
bly eke out a one-vote victory.

If I were an American citizen who
was not a Member of this body, I
would have some real questions about
the validity of seating a Member of
the U.S. Congress using recount rules
that had never been used before, that
had not ballot security provisions. As I
understand it, even in this recount,
Mr. McIntyre at one point had a one-
or two-vote victory and they went back
into another county and disqualified
one or two votes that had been given
to Mr. McIntyre. “So we are going to
play until we win, and we will change
the rules in the middle of the game if
we need to, or at the end of the game,
or we will start a whole new ball

ame.”

I just have some real personal con-
cerns about the mentality that can
justify that type of a procedure. Of
course, the procedure was agreed to in
the task force by a 2-to-1 vote, the ma-
jority voted for it and the minority
member voted against it, but I just
have a real concern about that and I
am at a loss to determine what to do
to rectify that.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr., KOLBE. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, and when
he finishes I would like to pursue this
matter of the counting rules because
they are very interesting, the rules
that were adopted.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman
would yield, I just wanted to tell the
gentleman from Texas, he was not on
the floor when we had a discussion
here a little while ago, we think there
is a possibility, the gentleman will be
pleased to know this, knowing of his
concern, we think there is a possibility
that the one vote we are now referring
to was not a vote cast for Mr. McClos-
key but was a vote cast for Mr. HaMIL-
ToN, but what they have now done, ac-
cording to the gentleman from Arizo-
na, is that they have now taken this
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ballot—and there is a possibility of
this, so we are not certain—at least a
recommendation was made that this
ballot be counted, that they have
taken a ballot that was cast in another
congressional district for Mr. HamiL-
TON and decided that that was really a
ballot that they meant to cast for Mr.
McCloskey, and that that, in fact, has
become a vote in the process.

The gentleman must find, as we did,
it absolutely amazing that we have
now developed counting rules in the
House of Representatives that take a
ballot cast for one Member of Con-
gress and transfer it over and have it
counted for another Member of Con-
gress in a totally different district.
You have to be really fascinated by
counting rules that have gotten us to
this point that the Democrats put in
place by a 2-to-1 vote.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. If the gen-
tleman will yield, is it also a fact, or at
least it is my understanding, that
there are now more votes in some of
the counties than there are registered
voters, or than voters that signed the
poll list?

Mr. KOLBE. The gentleman from
Texas is absolutely correct. That is
correct. They decided to count all the
ghost voters where the number of
votes exceed the number of people
that signed the vote register. It is pos-
sible one can make an argument that
somebody did not sign the register and
there were 40 people who signed the
register but 41 people came in to vote
and one failed to sign. So they have
made a decision to count all of those
ballots.

What is interesting is the ones they
have decided not to count.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield further, what we are saying is we
now have also more ballots counted
than we had voters in the district in
some of these places under the count-
ing rules we have adopted?

Mr. EOLBE. As I understand it, it is
not more than voters, but more than
voters who signed the register as
having voted on that day. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. WALKER. But the reason why
they signed the register is to make cer-
tain that that person was actually
there to cast that vote. Is that not
right? That is a fraud protection.

Mr. KOLBE, That is a fraud protec-
tion and there are more ballots cast
than there are signatures.

Mr. WALKER. And we now have,
under the counting procedures that we
adopted in the House, a system that
allows more ballots to be counted than
people signed up who came to the
polls that day?

Mr. KOLBE. That is, as I under-
stand it, correct.

Mr. WALKER. And we are also
counting ballots from totally different
congressional districts in this process.
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Mr. EOLBE, Yes; the ballot clearly
is not from the Eighth Congressional
District. It apparently was cast inside
the Eighth District but it was a ballot
from the Ninth District.

Mr. WALKER. Those sure are inter-
esting rules. When we really count all
the ballots around here, we really
count all the ballots, do we not?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, I
have but one question, and that is, you
alluded not so much to the ballots
that they added that should not have
been counted, but some that they dis-
allowed. I am kind of curious about
those.

What ballots did they not allow? It
sounded earlier like they counted ev-
erything and more, and now you are
telling us that they disallowed some
ballots, and I would like to know what
those were and under what conditions
they disallowed them.

Mr. EOLBE. There were some very
large exceptions to the ballots that
were not counted.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. No doubt
those would have favored Mr. McIn-
tyre.

Mr. KOLBE. That is correct. Those
were in the counties where there was a
1,400-vote margin for Mr. McIntyre,
and as I said earlier, if you play the
law of statistics, eventually you are
going to come out with your side win-
ning.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield further, I just want to follow up
here.

Did we have any of these counties
where they counted more people or
any of these precincts where they
counted more people than there were
actual people who signed up and came
to the polls? Were any of those Mr.
Melntyre’s areas?

Mr. KEOLBE. There is no evidence
yet that the dairy cows and hogs have
yet been counted, but we clearly have
more votes being counted than people
signed the register on that election
day.

Mr. WALKER. But did those tend to
be in Mr. McCloskey’s areas where we
are counting more people than there
were actually people signed up?

Mr. EOLBE. I honestly do not know
the answer to that.

Mr. WALKER. But what we do
know is where they threw out ballots
and said that these were not going to
be counted, those just happened to be
in Mr. McIntyre's areas?

Mr. KOLBE. That is correct.

Mr, WALKER. That is an interest-
ing process.

Mr. EOLBE. Here are the rules
adopted by the task force on the
Eighth District for counting. Here are
some of the rules for the ballots that
they will count.
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Rule No. 1. Count an otherwise valid
paper (regular) ballot that was not ini-
tialed by the poll clerks.
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Indiana law says it has to be ini-
tialed to be a valid vote, but they will
count those.

No. 2. “Count an otherwise wvalid
paper absentee ballot not properly ini-
tialed by poll clerks.” So they will
count that.

“3. Count an otherwise valid punch-
card (regular) ballot not properly ini-
tialed by poll clerks.” So they will
count those even though the Indiana
law says that should not be counted.

“4, Count an otherwise valid punch-
card absentee ballot not properly ini-
tialed by poll clerks.” So they are
going to count these.

“5. Count an otherwise valid paper
ballot without precinct designation.”
That also, under the Indiana law, has
to be included on there.

‘6. Count an otherwise valid punch-
card ballot without precinct designa-
tion,” and so on, and so on.

Now, let us get on to what they de-
cided they would not count.

No. 12: “Distinguishing marks on
paper ballot.

“Do not count a ballot which con-
tains any distinguishing marks.

“A distinguishing mark is any mark-
ing on the ballot (such as a name, ini-
tial, erasure, number, or special
symbol), other than the intended
voting mark which appears to have
been placed there by the voter in
order to identify that ballot as the one
cast by that particular voter.

“A distinguishing mark is something
done to the ballot by the voter for the
purpose of indicating who cast it,
thereby evading the law insuring the
secrecy of the vote.”

So if you put your initial on it, you
do not get counted. On the other
hand, if the poll worker did not put
his initials on it, it does get counted. I
am seeing a little inconsistency here.

I go on with a reading of the particu-
lar rule that the task force came up
with:

“A distinguishing mark must change
the condition of the ballot, in a
manner other than allowed by law,
from its condition when the ballot was
handed to the voter.”

But apparently, concluding it from
that particular rule there, you do
count a ballot that was not marked as
the law in Indiana said that it had to
be marked by the poll clerk, properly
initialed by the poll clerk, with the
proper precinct designation on it.

It is a very interesting set of rules
they came up with to count these bal-
lots. I think it is very interesting that
in the process, with the statistical
numbers working in their favor, they
still at the end of the day are in a dead
heat, with one vote separating the two
of them. One would think, with all
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this talent working out there, they
certainly would have been able to get
a few dozen votes for their candidate
to win by.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, it is kind of interesting to me
that this procedure is taking place at
all. There were no allegations of fraud.
Mr, McIntyre won the first count, the
original count, by 30-some votes. The
recount was taking place under the
laws of the State of Indiana that we
have had for some time, and the ma-
jority of the recount commissioners
were of the opposite party, Democrats.
They threw out most of the votes that
were disallowed in those counties. I
think 93 percent of the votes that
were thrown out were thrown out by
Democrat recount commissioners, and
after all that, Mr. McIntyre won by
418 votes. Yet they have gone through
this procedure. It is just unbelievable.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr, Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Indiana, and I ap-
preciate the opportunity to discuss
this issue.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KoLBE] has expired.

Mr.

THE COMMUNIST MILITARY
BUILDUP IN CENTRAL AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BUurTON] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, I do not think we will take
the whole 60 minutes, but I would like
to discuss a little bit more in depth the
problems in Central America.

Last week I was down in Central
America. I flew into Guatemala City
on Easter Sunday. Then 2 days later
we went into El Salvador, and subse-
quently we went into Nicaragua.

One of the things that was most in-
triguing to me was, when I went into
El Salvador and took a helicopter out
in Chalatenango Province, I met with
a Colonel Acholla, and Colonel
Acholla showed us a recently captured
cache of Communist weapons that was
sent to that country obviously from
the Communist bloc.

Many of my colleagues in the House
have indicated that there is no evi-
dence that the Communist Sandinista
government in Nicaragua is exporting
revolution to El Salvador and else-
where into Central America. 1 saw
with my own eyes Communist weap-
ons in El Salvador, and I would like to
tell the Members what those weapons
are doing. They are trying to under-
mine the duly elected Government of
El Salvador.

I went into a little village in Chala-
tenango Province, and a lady came out
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to visit us, a little lady whose husband
had been maimed about 3 weeks or 4
weeks before that. Her husband ran a
little jitney service in between two
towns. They do not have a whole lot of
bus service down there because the
economy does not warrant it or will
not support a bus line, and this little
jitney service he ran consisted of one
small used truck, and into that truck
he would put as many people as he
could possibly put to transfer back and
forth.

The day before the Salvadoran elec-
tions. Mr. Speaker, he had 18 people
in that truck, and in between two of
those towns a manually operated land-
mine was detonated under that truck.
it was a Communist landmine supplied
through Nicaragua or Cuba because it
could not have just grown out of the
ground. When that landmine detonat-
ed, it destroyed that truck, and along
with it, it killed 7 people, 2 of them
babies, and injured 11 more, including
the driver, the husband of this lady
who talked to us.

We asked her about that, and she
said it was the Communist guerrillas
being supplied by either Cuba or Nica-
ragua with Soviet-bloc military sup-
plies.

We talked with the leaders of that
country, and we then went into El Sal-
vador, Mr. Speaker. We went to Mana-
gua, and I was very appalled at what I
saw there. We went into the hotel in
Managua, the biggest hotel in that
city, and immediately after walking
through that lobby, we found nothing
in that lobby of a literary nature
except the works of Karl Marx, Com-
munist dogma. That is all they had in
the lobby, at the bookstand, or in the
cigarette area where they sell ciga-
rettes, candy, and so forth.

In that lobby were Internationalis-
tas, Communist sympathizers who
have come from the United States and
around the world to support the Com-
munist Sandinista government.

We met during that trip with educa-
tors, with priests, with nuns, with busi-
ness leaders, and with members of the
Government and former members of
the Government, and with the excep-
tion of the leaders of the Communist
Nicaraguan Government, every single
person with whom I talked said that if
aid to the Contras, the freedom fight-
ers in Nicaragua, is cut off, the Com-
munists will solidify their position, the
repressions will increase, and they will
be exporting revolution throughout
Central America.

That borders upon endangering the
security of the United States of Amer-
ica. If that revolution expands beyond
the borders of Nicaragua, we all know
there will be literally millions of refu-
gees fleeing Central America and
coming through Mexico and into
Texas and the United States. This will
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result in hardship on the American
economy.

Can we imagine what it would be
like, Mr. Speaker, if we had 10 million
to 20 million refugees in this country,
trying to house them, feed them, edu-
cate them, and clothe them? And, of
course, they will be wanting jobs, and
they will be willing to work for $1 or
$2 or $3 an hour, much less than what
Americans are being paid. And that, in
my opinion, Mr. Speaker, will lead to
massive unemployment, unemploy-
ment of Americans, and it is not neces-
sary.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Is it not true that after all of the
Indochina refugees have come to this
country—and we all know that because
the left failed us in Southeast Asia
and, therefore, created a situation
that resulted in a massive refugee mi-
gration into this country from there—
all told, that has equaled about
500,000 people who have come to this
country as a result of that migration?

And is it not true that we already
have about 590,000 people who have
come out of the situation in Central
America as a result of the Communist
guerrillas’ activities in El Salvador, as
a result of what is happening in Nica-
ragua, and that we already have a mi-
gration into this country from Central
America greater than all that that has
taken place so far from Indochina?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I be-
lieve the gentleman is accurate. And in
addition to that, there has been a mi-
gration of people out of the Commu-
nist Nicaraguan area into Costa Rica.
They believe they have between 20,000
and 100,000 there. They are not sure
exactly how many because they
cannot keep track of them, but they
know they have at least 20,000 in
Costa Rica.

They have refugees in Honduras, in
Guatemala, and in El Salvador trying
to flee the repression that has been
created in Communist Nicaragua.
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If that revolution is exported, as
Thomas Borja and Daniel Ortega and
Umberto Ortega have said that it is
going to be, if that spreads throughout
Central America they will have no
place to go but to the United States of
America.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I think it
is important to note that the Indo-
china refugees who were here are here
legally. They have been legally admit-
ted so that we have brought them in
through the regular processes of the
counfry, which means that we have
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processed them in through our econo-

my.

The 590,000 I am referring to, which
I believe is an accurate figure, are here
illegally, which means that they repre-
sent a major problem to this country,
as the gentleman has pointed out, eco-
nomically and also represent a major
problem to the entire immigration
process, the legal process that we have
in this country, so that the threat the
gentleman refers to later on is indeed
a very powerful threat, because we are
already seeing elements of it happen-
ing and it could become an even more
intense problem if as the gentleman
points out the Nicaraguan Commu-
nists begin to spread their revolution
throughout Central America.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, that
is absolutely correct. The problem is
much greater than that. Those people
do not want to come to the United
States of America. They want to stay
in their homeland. That is where they
were born. That is where they were
raised. That is where their roots are.

But in addition to that, the United
States of America, in my opinion, will
not be able to stand idly by and let all
this occur. At some point we are going
to have fto protect our southern
border. We have 1,980 miles of border
between the United States and
Mexico. I call it the soft underbelly of
America. We cannot leave that ex-
posed to communism. At some point
we are going to have to provide a de-
fense perimeter someplace either
down in Mexico or south of Mexico to
protect our southern flank. That is
going to cost not $14 million, which is
what the Contras want right now to
protect themselves and to protect free-
doms and get their country back,
which has been kidnaped by the Com-
munists, but it will cost us much,
much more. It will cost us billions of
dollars and American lives as well, be-
cause we will have to provide manpow-
er to protect our southern flank.

Now, people say in this body that
that is not likely to occur, but these
people down there really do not want
to export that revolution. Thomas
Borja in numerous speeches has said
they want a revolution without bor-
ders. In a 1883 Playboy interview
when he was asked a question about
Jean Kirkpatrick when he said that
the Communist’ Sandinista govern-
ment wants to expand their revolution
into E1 Salvador, then Guatemala, or
Honduras and then into Guatemala,
and ultimately into Mexico, he said
that is one prophecy, Mr. Borja said,
that is one prophecy of Ronald Rea-
gan's that is absolutely correct.

Now, many of my colleagues say, we
will just wait them out. That revolu-
tion cannot last. We said that about
Cuba 25 years ago and now it is a bas-
tion of Soviet and Communist
strength in the Caribbean. They have
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Mig-23 fighter bombers. When John F.
Kennedy was President he imposed
what was called the Kennedy Doc-
trine. You will recall, Mr. Speaker, he
turned the Soviet ships around and
sent them back when they were bring-
ing missiles to Cuba during the Cuban
missile crisis. He not only sent those
missiles back, but he demanded that
Soviet troops be taken out of Cuba
and all offensive weapons and there
would be no Communist expansionism
into our hemisphere beyond Cuba.

Today, Mr. Speaker, Cuba has Mig-
23 fighter bombers. They have thou-
sands of Soviet troops down there,
9,000 to be exact, and they are an
armed camp. So anybody who believes
that the menace will go away simply
because we are going to outwait them
is sorely mistaken.

I want to cite as an example one of
the things that they are teaching their
children in school to perpetuate the
revolution beyond just this generation.
I received while I was in Managua,
Nicaragua, last week a copy of a school
text. I wish everybody in America
could see this. This text is on mathe-
matics, mathematica. On about the
second, third, or fourth page, it shows
them how to add, three machineguns
plus three machineguns equals six ma-
chineguns. Two handgrenades plus
two handgrenades plus two handgre-
nades equals six handgrenades. They
are indoectrinating the youth of that
country just like they are in Cuba
with a revolutionary philosophy.

The storybook problems in this
mathematics text also talk about the
revolution.

I also received an English book for
the first, second, third, and fourth
graders. In that all they talk about is
the revolution, the Communist revolu-
tion and how they must support it.
They are indoctrinating these young
people so that they will be militarists
throughout their lifetimes, but they
are still having trouble getting young
people to join the military.

I have heard my colleagues on the
other side say that the Contras, the
freedom fighters, are repressive, that
they are perpetrating atrocities on the
people of Nicaragua. The fact of the
matter is they are not kidnaping
people to come into their army. The
people are going to them and joining
voluntarily because they are tired of
the repression that is being perpetrat-
ed upon them by the Communists; but
just the opposite is true as far as the
Communist military is concerned in
Nicaragua. It is not uncommon to see
them going down the streets and chas-
ing a young 13-, 14-, or 15-year-old
person and forcing them into a truck
and forcing them into the military.

They are trying to get an additional
30,000 young people into the military
this year, even though they already
have an armed militia, an army total-
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ing 120,000 people, which is twice what
all the other countries of Central
America combined have.

Mr. Speaker, this is really intoler-
able. They are telling us exactly what
they plan to do and we are not doing
anything about it.

While I was down there, I found out
that they had just arrested five moth-
ers, the Communist Sandinista govern-
ment had arrested five mothers and
put them in prison because they were
trying to keep their little kids from
being inducted into the military,
forced into the Communist Sandinista
army. They had a bunch of mothers
whose boys had been forced into the
Communist Sandinista army, 700 of
them in fact, that were in Managua
and a bunch of mothers came to see
their boys. Hundreds of mothers came
to see their children and they would
not let them see them. The mothers
pushed against the gates so hard that
the gate gave way and the guards that
were guarding that gate were supposed
to stop the mothers from getting in
and they had orders to stop them in
any way they could.

The T00 boys left. The mothers left
and the guards left with them because
they did not have the heart to shoot
them and they knew that there would
be reprisals because they did not stop
those mothers from getting in there.
That is the kind of government that is
being perpetrated upon those people,
forced upon those people in Nicaragua
right now.

Mr. Speaker, there is so much more
that is going to come out during this
debate. I just hope the American
people have the opportunity to hear
all of it. The repression is great.

The Catholic priests, the 10 Catholic
priests that were forced out of the
country, one Catholic priest because
he would not adopt the Communist
line in his homilies was forced to walk
down the streets of his parish naked
before his parishoners to embarrass
him. That is unbelievable.

The Pope when he went there, they
would not let the people come out to
see him. Every country where the
Pope went—I am not Catholic, but I
believe in religious freedom—every
country where the Pope appeared,
there were thousands and thousands
of people along the streets to cheer
him, but when he went into Managua,
I have a tape from down there, a
movie tape, which shows that they
kept the people back from the streets
from seeing the Pope.

When he went to give his homily in
the square, they had Sandinista troops
ringing the square. When the Pope
started to speak, they interrupted the
speech. They took control of the
microphones. They had microphones
underneath the stand and they started
screaming Soviet Communist slogans
into those microphones, drowning out
the Pope.
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This is all documented. The religious
persecution that has been taking place
is unbelievable. I talked to one of the
leaders of the 950 Catholic priests and
nun organization down there, and he
said that the repression is unbeliev-
able.

I asked him as well as I asked every-
body else, what will happen if there is
no organized resistance to the Commu-
nist government in this country?

He said, along with everyone I
talked to, the repression will increase.
The censorship will increase and many
people are going to lose their lives.

The Communists will consolidate
their position within that country and
the revolution will be exported into El
Salvador, into Honduras, into Guate-
mala, and ultimately into Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, nothing has been more
clear to me since I came to the Con-
gress of the United States and I be-
lieve that most of my colleagues who
have been down there share my view. I
think a blind person could go down
there and see what is going on.

Mr. Speaker, next week on Tuesday
we are going to cast one of the most
important votes this Congress will ever
cast in our lifetimes. If we do not vote
to support the freedom fighters who
are fighting for their liberties and
their freedoms, who are fighting to get
their country back, we are going to
make a terrible, terrible mistake, that
is going to be carried on by the future
generations of America. '

I have a 10-year-old son, Danny Lee
Burton II. I want that boy to have the
very best, everything that we have
been able to have in America. I cer-
tainly do not want him to go to fight
in an unnecessary war in some place
that I do not want him to be; but, Mr.
Speaker, I truly believe in my heart of
hearts that if we do not allow the
people of Nicaragua to regain control
of their country, if we do not allow the
freedom fighters the ability to fight
for their own country, that at some
point in the future, in the not too dis-
tant future, we will have American
boys down in Central America fighting
unnecessarily. God forbid that my boy
will be one of them.

Mr, WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I would be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER, I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, because he made a
point here a minute ago that I think is
an important point.

A lot of our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, some of our liberal
friends, have been down in Nicaragua
recently. They have come back and
they would not necessarily share the
gentleman’s viewpoint. What they had
to say is somewhat different from
what the gentleman has said; but
almost invariably now when they are
coming to the floor they are saying
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things like, “Well, I'm not for the San-
dinistas. I think what they are doing
down there is very bad, that there is
indeed repression there."”

So to confirm what the gentleman
just said, nearly everybody who goes
down there does see very clearly what
is going on and nearly everybody, even
though they do not share his and my
viewpoint about the situation, will say
that the Sandinistas are pretty bad,
that what we are doing is pretty bad
down there.
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And one of the things that I think is
important to understand is that if you
really think that, and if you really
went to Nicaragua and saw it, and I
have not been there, but the gentle-
man I think has given us a very clear
report of what he saw, but if, as some
of our liberal friends are saying, that
they have been there and they have
seen how bad it is, we need to under-
stand the context in which we will be
voting on this matter next week.

There is a pro-Sandinista vote and
an anti-Sandinista vote that is going to
be cast here. There is a pro-Commu-
nist vote and an anti-Communist vote
as it relates to the situation in Nicara-
gua that is going to be cast here. That
is the context in which we are going to
be voting and if in fact what the San-
dinista Communists are doing in Nica-
ragua is as horrible as virtually every-
body coming back reports, I do not un-
derstand how anyone could cast a vote
that will give aid and comfort to that
government. It is very difficult for me
to understand how anybody under-
standing what they are doing to their
own people, and what kind of a Com-
munist dictatorship they are installing
in Nicaragua, how anyone understand-
ing that could cast a vote that will give
aid and comfort to that government is
beyond me.

So I think what the gentleman has
said here this evening is extremely im-
portant because he has made every
cogent points based upon his own ex-
perience, but I think has reflected
very clearly that many of our col-
leagues who do not necessarily share
his viewpoint are also telling us some-
thing very important in a totally dif-
ferent way when they come out here
and admit that they do not think the
Sandinistas are a very good govern-
ment for the Nicaraguan people. What
they ought to do is take that one step
further and say that no one ought to
be voting for something that will give
them the kind of support that they
are looking for in the U.S. Congress.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank
the gentleman for his comments.

I would just like to end up by saying
that Daniel Ortega in an interview
with JiM SENSENBRENNER of this body,
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
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SENSENBRENNER] and another individ-
ual who went with me to Central
America, said, when asked about a rev-
olution without borders, that that was
what he had said in the past, and a
revolution without borders means a
revolution that encompasses all of
Central America.

The security of the United States of
America will undoubtedly be threat-
ened if this prophecy of Mr. Ortega
comes true, and we will be involved in
a military conflict that is unnecessary.
And if the future generations of this
country will be threatened, their secu-
rity will be threatened, and their free-
dom will be threatened.

You know for over 200 years we have
always had a strong defense, we have
always had a policy of defending our
hemisphere. We had the Kennedy
Doctrine and we had the Monroe Doc-
trine, and those doctrines have gone
out the window. And I sincerely hope
and pray that my colleagues, before
next Tuesday, will see the light so that
the kids of today will not have to be
the soldiers of tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, 1 yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

AMERICAN POLICY TOWARD
NICARAGUA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.

Ri1rTER] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, the vote
coming up on Tuesday next is not only

crucial to the future of this country,
as we have heard here so eloguently
stated just a moment ago by my col-
league from Indiana, but it is crucial
to the Democratic Party. It is a major
test of the stated aims of the Demo-
cratic Party to move back into the
center, to move back into the main-
stream of American politics. It gives
the Democratic Party a chance for the
first time in national policy since the
nomination of George McGovern, a
chance to throw off those chains
which have grown stronger and
stronger since that election debacle in
1972.

We have heard a lot about moving
back to the center from leading Demo-
crats. Particularly we have heard a lot
from Democratic Governors in the
South, in the Southwest, and in the
West. These are regional politicians
who are listening closely to the voices
of their constituents.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to present
to my colleagues, to the American
people, a series of arguments as to
what indeed the main criticisms of our
policy in Nicaragua are, and to provide
a counter to those criticisms which I
believe should and can be embraced by
center leaning moderate Democrats in
this body.

It has been very fashionable, per-
haps even obligatory for the critics of
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the administration’s Nicaraguan policy
to proffer certain statements as if they
were axiomatic to the truth, and this
is being done in the face of over-
whelming historical, intellectual and
yes, even moral evidence to the con-
trary. And when not excusing they
seem intent on rationalizing the be-
havior of the Sandinistas.

I would like to provide some exam-
ples. There is the criticism that the
Sandinistas are not Communists. Crit-
ics argue that the regime is not Com-
munist totalitarian, and they point to
a token newpaper that is allowed to
continue to publish, albeit in the face
of massive censorship. They point to
an existence of a continuing repressed,
indeed, small business community.
They point to some unions and some
independent agriculture. They under-
line continuing political opposition, al-
though that opposition, as evidenced
by the recent election, has now mobi-
lized itself against the Sandinista
regime and joined, for all intents and
purposes, with the Contras.

They talk about visits of church and
other groups invited to see for them-
selves in Nicaragua as evidence that
this is not a Communist totalitarian
regime. What is missed, what is com-
pletely missed is the game that is
being played by the Sandinista Com-
munists with world opinion and with
U.S. opinion.

By keeping alive a token press, a
token small business, a token labor
union, a token political opposition, the
Sandinista Communists win points
within world and U.S. opinion that
prevents them from losing foreign
credits, that prevents them from
losing whatever trade they have re-
tained. It also confuses world opinion
and deters any cohesive diplomatic or
military action against it.

Like all Communist rhetoric, the
Sandinista Communist rhetoric has
clearly spelled out the goals. Yet many
people and organizations refuse to
take this rhetoric at face value.

Let me just quote somewhat from a
selection of statements defining the
nature of the Sandinistas.
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In a speech before the Sandinista
armed forces, Humberto Ortega, the
Sandinista Minister of Defense, is
quoted as saying:

Marxism-Leninism is the sclentific doc-
trine that guides our revolution, the instru-
ment of analysis of our vanguard to under-
stand the historical process and to create
revolution. Marxism-Leninism and Sandi-
nismo are indissolubly united and because
of that our moral strength is Sandinismo
ﬁ our doctrine is that of Marxism-Lenin-

Hugo Torres, a member of the gener-
al staff of the Sandinista Popular
Army, on April 23, 1982, is quoted as
saying:

The principles of Marxism-Leninism
wisely applied to the reality of our society
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guided the revolutionary actions of the
FSLN over the dictatorship.

Victor Tirado Lopez is quoted by
Jeane Kirkpatrick in a Reader’s Digest
article of July 1983, stating “that
Marxism-Leninism is a fundamental
part of the Sandinista ideology.” That
is Vietor Tirado Lopez, a junta
member of the FSLN.

“Ortega will appear to push democ-
racy,” that is in reference to President
Ortega. “This has fooled some interna-
tional circles. I do not believe there
are divergencies in the national direc-
torate of the Sandinista Party. Some
want to go faster, some slower, but the
goal is the same, a tropicalized Marx-
ism-Leninist Party.” Luis Rivas-Leiva,
head of the Social Democratic Party,
that is one of the opposition parties,
quoted in the Washington Times of
February 25, 1985.

“The Sandinistas are determined to
impose a controlled system. Their
final goal is implantation of a Commu-
nist totalitarian regime.” Jaime Cha-
morro, coeditor of La Prensa in the
Washington Times, February 25, 1985.

I would like to just present a few ele-
ments of the connection with the
Soviet military establishment that the
Sandinistas enjoy. For one, there are
an estimated 10,000 Soviet, Cuban,
East German, North Korean, Viet-
namese, Czech, Bulgarian, Libyan, and
Palestinian forces in Nicaragua. This
is what former Ambassasdor to the
United Nations, Jeane Kirkpatrick,
calls the Soviet international fighting
force.

The Soviet Union recently supplied
Nicaragua with 110 medium battle
tanks, 30 light amphibious tanks, 200
armored personnel carriers, 70 long-
range artillery pieces and nearly 500
rocket launchers, howitzers, and anti-
aircraft guns. These are State Depart-
ment figures quoted in the New York
Times of February 9, 1985.

As of February 1985, total equip-
ment, including 200 armored vehicles,
150 tanks, and 44 helicopters, includ-
ing some 6 to 8 MI-24 Hind Ds helicop-
ters, these are the same infamous
weapons that are being used against
the Afghani freedom fighters in far
away Afghanistan by their Soviet in-
vaders.

The Sandinistas are building the
largest airport in Latin America at
Punta Huete with Soviet assistance. It
will be capable of handling any size
Soviet aircraft. (See Washington Post,
August 17, 1984.)

I think there is no doubt that the
Nicaraguans have received chemical
warfare equipment, that is the opinion
of Caspar Weinberger, our Secretary
of Defense. All of this, of course,
comes directly from the Soviet Union.

From 1962 to 1982 the Soviet Union
provided $4 billion in military assist-
ance to Latin America. For the same




8292

period the United States supplied $1.5
billion.

I think this is an indication that
what we are talking about is a Soviet
base on the mainland of the Western
Hemisphere, a Soviet base on the land
bridge between North and South
America.

I would like to talk a little bit about
the kind of indoctrination techniques
that the Sandinista Communists have
used quite similar to that which we
have seen in Cuba and in other Soviet
bloc states.

The Sandinistas have created Cuban
and Soviet style mass organizations de-
signed to indoctrinate and control the
people at all levels of society. Their or-
ganizations have adopted the struc-
tures, the rhetoric and methods of
their Cuban and Soviet models. One of
the most repressive instruments of
control is the Sandinista defense com-
mittees, [CDS] which are neighbor-
hood committees organized to spy on
neighbors.

Tomas Borge, the Minister of Interi-
or, has called the some 10,000 CDS's,
the eyes and ears of the revolution.
This is taken from “Broken Promises,
Sandinista Repression of Human
Rights in Nicaragua,” State Depart-
ment document, October 1984.

I would like to talk a little bit about
how the Sandinistas have treated the
labor movement. Again, quite similar
to that of other Communist govern-
ments where they have been estab-
lished.

The AFL-CIO has stated that the
Sandinistas have “established a dicta-
torship that all but destroyed the
right to strike, to organize, or to bar-
gain collectively without interfer-
ence,” Taken from the AFL-CIO Free
Trade Union News, March 1984.

“Upon coming to power the FSLN
immediately began its campaign to de-
stroy the two democratic trade union
centers of Nicaragua, the Confedera-
tion de Unificacion Sindical [CUS] and
the Central de Tradbajadores de Ni-
caragus [CTN]1." Taken from AFL-
CIO, Free Trade Union News, March
1984,

Within hours of taking control the
Sandinista leadership formed the Cen-
tral Sandinista de Tradbajadores
[CST], that is the central workers or-
ganization, and insisted that all unions
should belong to one trade union cen-
tral.

When the two democratic unions
centrals declined, the F'SLN embarked
on a unification plan that violated
every concept of human and trade
union rights. Taken again from the
AFL-CIO Free Trade Union News,
March 1984.

Comparing Nicaragua with Poland
one Nicaraguan labor leader said: “We
are both small countries and have suf-
fered many invasions. We both experi-
ence long lines and scarcity while
many of our products are shipped off
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to the Soviet bloc. We are Catholic
countries with close ties between the
unions and the church. We live under
regimes where citizens can be jailed at
will. And both governments brand in-
dependent trade unions, ‘anti-socialist
agents of imperialism.”” Sam Leiken,
Labor Under Seige, the New Republic,
October 8, 1984.

I would like to go to my conclusion
on this point.

If it looks like a duck, if it walks like
a duck, if it quacks like a duck, it must
be a duck.

What we are seeing is Nicaraguan
communism moving to solidify its
gains. Let us call it that. Let us no
longer dilude ourselves that this is
some kind of reform movement in
transition. Let us understand the
nature of what we are dealing with
here.
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When it comes to a vote next Tues-
day, let the leadership of the Demo-
cratic Party in this House know that
they will be pulling the rug under op-
position forces to this Communist to-
talitarian movement, to this group of
individuals who seeks to establish a
Soviet base directly south of the bor-
ders of the United States of America.

It is somewhat inconvenient for the
Sandinistas to have to put up with a
trade union here and a La Prensa
newspaper there, and a bishop who
doesn't support them. And that slows
them down in their transition to a
fully totalitarian Communist state.

Let us look at what really slows
them down: What is really slowing
down this transition is the rebellion of
the Nicaraguan people who dislike
what they perceive as this inexorable
movement to totalitarian Communist
government.

That slowing down, that prevention
of the solidification of Marxist-Lenin-
ist rule, that is the essential achieve-
ment of the Contra war against the
Sandinistas. The Sandinistas feel
obliged to show the world they are
really not what they are. So that the
world will not support the cause of the
Contras.

Opponents of assistance to the Con-
tras, and this includes many of my col-
leagues on the Democratic side of the
aisle, must ask themselves: What hap-
pens when the Contras disappear, or
are forced to dissolve? Given the likes
of the Sandinista rulers, the incentive
to keep these annoying vestiges of a
free society disappear. They disappear
with the disappearance of the Contras.

With solidified power, which, let us
face it, is what the world at large
really respects, what Sandinista ruler
would be concerned about any remain-
ing critical world opinion at that
point. Dictators like Libya’s Mu'am-
mar Qadhafi, certainly do not care
about world opinion, and dictators like
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Fidel Castro have even managed to use
world opinion to their own advantage.

Can anyone imagine Interior Minis-
ter Tomas Borge seeking to mollify
foreign public opinion or seeking to
mollify the Organization of American
States? I think not. I think it is an un-
imaginable possibility.

Another criticism that we hear from
our Democratic colleagues, particular-
ly those who have gone to Nicaragua
and those who have seen the true
colors of the Sandinista Communist
regime, is that, well, they may be
better than the Sandinistas, but they
cannot win.

Critics argue that the Contras
cannot win. But we have to ask, what
is winning in a guerrilla war? Certainly
it is not the great battle that decides,
but it is a test of wills which continues
on over the years. The critics, do these
same critics except that somehow the
Afghans, in their guerrilla war, will
triumph over the invading Soviet
Union? Yet many Nicaragua policy
critics in Congress support the Afghan
Freedom Fighters.

Will Son Sann’s non-Communist op-
position in Cambodia actually defeat
the Soviet-backed Vietnamese occupa-
tion army? Of course not. But a
number of critics support them, too.
The nature of guerrilla war is not to
win the big battle in the great big con-
flagration; no. The nature of guerrilla
war is to make the opponent sick and
tired of fighting and sick and tired of
expending resources.

The Contra struggle, likewise, must
be viewed over the longer range with
the goal of encouraging the Soviets
and the Cubans to pull out. Is not that
what happened to us in Vietnam? Did
the Vietcong and North Vietnamese
infiltrators, did they defeat the United
States main forces on the battlefield?
No. No. But they made life miserable
enough over the years that the majori-
ty in the American Congress eventual-
ly pulled the plug on funding that
WAar.

Maybe, just maybe with will and de-
termination and perseverance, that
can happen in terms of the Soviets
and the Cubans funding the Sandi-
nista government in Nicaragua.

Then there is a very interesting
other criticism. It is the criticism that
by aiding the Contras, this will eventu-
ally lead to the use of American
troops. But the critics themselves, in
saying that the use of American
troops might be necessary there, if a
major Soviet base of operations
threatening the United States would
emerge, those critics are the ones
really risking the use of American
troops.

Why? Because a new Soviet-backed
Cuba on the mainland base of oper-
ations is indeed emerging. Just look at
the airfields. Just look at the barracks.
Look at the training grounds.
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The only effective way to discourage
or deflect that emergence now, with-
out American troops, is by Contra re-
sistance. Once the Soviet-Cuban base
is established, it is too late. It is too
late for limited action. Then only
American troops would suffice.

I think we have to ask the Demo-
cratic leadership and the critics in the
Democratic Party whether they are
prepared to risk the Nicaraguan equiv-
alent of an American blockade or inva-
sion of Cuba. Is that what they are
telling the American people?

At that point, the cost of American
lives and the cost to American treas-
ure, dwarfs anything imaginable grow-
ing out of our extremely limited sup-
port for the Contras.

I would like to put in a word about
the level of that support. We are talk-
ing about $14 million; a fraction of the
cost of one F-15. We spend nearly $300
billion on our defense to ward off the
Soviet threat, to deter the Soviet
threat, and at the same time critics on
the other side of the aisle, the Demo-
cratic leadership making this a litmus
test vote of Democratic allegiance, are
saying that this $14 million is a waste,
when it is supporting people who are
willing to fight for their own freedom.

Another interesting criticism that
we continue to hear is the Contras are
not worth supporting because the
Contras are Somozistas. Critics are ar-
guing, I think somewhat less forceful-
ly these days, that Contras are the
heirs to the Somoza regime; they are
former Somoza national guardsmen.
But it is getting harder and harder
these days to brand people like Eden
Pastora, the head of the ARDE alli-
ance fighting in southern Nicaragua.
It is getting harder to brand the Mis-
kito Indians fighting to save their own
culture and heritage and tradition. It
is getting harder to brand Alfonso Ro-
bello, a former member of the Sandi-
nista junta, and Adolfo Calero, head of
the FDN, who was imprisoned by the
Sandinistas, along with Arturo Crusz,
the former Sandinista Ambassador to
the United States and a leading politi-
cal opponent inside Nicaragua until re-
cently when he joined philosophical
ranks with the Contras. It is getting
harder and harder to brand these indi-
viduals as Somozistas.
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What is ironic is that many of the
critics during the Vietnam war charac-
terized the Vietcong as peoples revolu-
tionaries, they characterized the
North Vietnamese as nationalists.
Could we not expect the same dispen-
sation from today’s critics of the Con-
tras, to give them credit for being na-
tionalists, for being democratic, when
indeed—and this irony is even great-
er—they are fighting for democratic
principles to topple a totalitarian
Marxist government, and at the same
time the guerrillas in Vietnam and the
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North Vietnamese infiltrators were
fighting to install what we see today
as a Communist totalitarian govern-
ment?

From all that has been said in nu-
merous press conferences and all that
has been published in position papers,
the Contras profess to be democrats,
democrats, democrats—that’s ‘‘demo-
crats” with a small ““d,” They are
simply asking the Sandinistas to live
up to their promises to the Organiza-
tion of American States, really to the
Nicaraguan people. Meanwhile, while
the Contras are talking like democrats
across the spectrum of their organiza-
tions, the Sandinista rulers continue
to talk like Soviet-Cuban allied Com-
munist dictators. Branding the Con-
tras “Somocistas” is name calling, it
seeks to hide the embarrassing truths
that the Contra leaders are seeking
democratic pluralistic government,
and it is pretty uncomfortable for the
critics not to support their cause. It
helps to cloud the issue by essentially
calling them Fascists. It clouds the
issue, it denigrates their cause by call-
ing these anti-Communists Fascists. It
is an old trick.

I would like to present a few facts
about the Contra opposition forces
which I think are important. Let us
talk about, overall, the alliance that
has recently been formed amongst var-
ious opposition groups to the Sandi-
nista Communists. Several goups of
the armed and unarmed opposition
met in San Jose, Costa Rica, and
formed a coalition called the Nicara-
guan Resistance. On March 2, 1985,
they issued a document calling for a
national dialog with the Sandinistas
under the sponsorship of the Nicara-
guan Bishops Conference. In addition
to the dialog, they called for a cease-
fire in place, lifting the state of emer-
gency, amnesty for some 3,600 political
prisoners, granting the rights of
habeas corpus and asylum, a guaran-
tee for protection for participants in
the dialog.

There is an interesting point here.
Unlike the Salvadoran Communist
guerrillas, they did not ask for power
sharing, they are simply asking for
democratic processes in their society.
The national resistance offered to rec-
ognize Daniel Ortega as President
pending a plebiscite. They called for
the presence of guarantors from other
Central American countries to oversee
the proposed dialog and invited other
interested nations and groups to send
observers. That sounds to me like
people interested in democracy.

The opposition seeks only the right
to participate in a free and open elec-
tion and does not demand in advance,
as did the Salvadoran leftist guerrillas,
a place in the government.

Within the recently formed Nicara-
guan Resistance are the Nicaraguan
Democratic Force, or FDN, the Demo-
cratic Revolutionary Alliance, or
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ARDE, the MISURA (Miskito, Sumo,
and Rama), as well as smaller or lesser
known groups. MISURASATA (Sumo,
Rama, and Sandinista Unity), the
Frente Revolucionario Sandino (San-
dino Revolutionary Front, or FRS),
and others, although not signatories
of the San Jose document, are also
fighting to force the Sandinistas to
return to the original goals of the anti-
Somoza revolution.

The FDN has been branded as So-
mocista.

Let me say a little bit about the
FDN. The FDN’s policymaking Direc-
torate, recognized in 1983, is composed
of six persons. Five are civilians who
were long-time opponents of Somoza.
The other member is a former nation-
al guard colonel, Enrique Bermudez,
who heads the military general staff.
The Directorate is responsible for
making and carrying out all FDN
policy.

Early on, Bermudez was never recog-
nized by the Sandinista government as
being part and parcel of the dictatorial
Somoza policies.

The FDN reports that its overall
military leadership, including the gen-
eral staff and regional and task force
commanders, has a greater number of
former Sandinistas than national
guardsmen.

One has to ask, too, how many
former national guardsmen are offi-
cers in the Sandinistas. I do not think
we will get those figures.

The composition of the FDN mili-
tary leadership is as follows: Former
Sandinistas, 43 percent; former nation-
al guardsmen, 32 percent; campesinos,
small farmers, 19 percent; and other, 6
percent.

Of the 56 regional and task force
commanders in the FDN responsible
for day-to-day operations, the FDN re-
ports that 27 were former Sandinistas,
13 were national guardsmen, none
above the rank of lieutenant, and 12
were farmers. The remainder include a
medical doctor, an evangelical minis-
ter, a fourth year university student,
and a civilian radio technician. The
overwhelming number of the reported
15,000 FDN troops are peasants, work-
ers, shopkeepers,  businessmen, and
others with no previous ties to
Somoza.

It is a smokescreen to brand the
Contras Somocistas.

Let us talk about ARDE and current
groups in the Robelo-led ARDE coali-
tion. They are the Nicaraguan demo-
cratic movement, or Movimiento De-
mocratico Nicaraguense.

The MDN is a social-democratic
party founded in 1978. It drew its sup-
port from lower and middle-class Nica-
raguans, including many peasants, and
it played an active role in the revolu-
tion which overthrew Somoza. Its
leader, Alfonso Robelo, was an original
member of the ruling Sandinista
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junta. He resigned in protest over San-
dinista efforts to create a Communist
state. Subjected to extraordinary har-
assment by the Sandinistas, Robelo
went into exile in Costa Rica in 1982.

There is another ARDE, headed up
by former No. 1 commandante, or I
should say Commandante Zero, Com-
mander Zero, Eden Pastora, the demo-
cratic revolutionary alliance, also
termed ARDE. The Costa Rica-based
ARDE is a coalition of organizations
created in 1982 by individuals who
were active during the revolution, in-
cluding many who were initially offi-
cials in the Sandinista government.
From its beginning its leaders sought
to restore the original course of the
revolution through political means. In
the spring of 1983, after peaceful ef-
forts proved futile, ARDE began mili-
tary operations in southern Nicaragua.
There have been internal disagree-
ments among various ARDE leaders.
In 1984 Eden Pastora, leader of the
military arm, was expelled by other
members of the ARDE coalition, the
one I just described, led by Alphonso
Robelo. There continues to be a dis-
pute over which faction can legiti-
mately claim the ARDE name, with
both sides doing so. Pastora has re-
tained the loyalty of most ARDE
troops and continues military oper-
ations in southern Nicaragua. And this
refers to the political head of ARDE,
Alphonso Robelo was a principal orga-
nizer of the Nicaraguan resistance.

MISURA is an armed group that
evolved out of the Atlantic Coast
Indian organization ALPROMISO,
founded in 1973 with the help of
Protestant churches in the region, and
its successor group, MISURASATA.
Former supporters of the Sandinista
revolution, Miskito Indians Wycliffe
Diego and Steadman Fagoth, founded
MISURA in 1983. Its military oper-
ations are carried out in northeastern
Nicaragua.

The Nicaraguan Democratic Solidar-
ity, or STDN. STDN was founded in
1983 by two Nicaraguan labor leaders
who had been forced into exile as a
result of Sandinista persecution of the
independent labor movement in Nica-
ragua. The founders had long been op-
ponents of Somoza. One of them, Za-
carias Hernandez, was a signer of the
Nicaraguan resistance document.
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I can go on and on; I could talk
about the biographic sketches of key
members of the opposition. Adolpho
Calero, once imprisoned by Somoza,
commander-in-chief of the FDN. I can
talk about Arturo Cruz; I mentioned
that he was a former Ambassador to
the United States from the Sandinista
government who resigned in opposi-
tion.

You can go on and on, and I think
the point is made that it is not possi-
ble, it is not possible to honestly brand
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the Contra resistance, Somocistas. I
would hope that as we further debate
this issue toward the vote next Tues-
day, we cease this name calling, this
smokescreen because it is simply not
factual. Because it simply does not
hold water.

There seems to be an overriding re-
ality with our competition with the
Soviet Union, and this overriding reali-
ty has occurred over the last decade,
particularly over the last 5 years. Wars
of national liberation are now being
fought against Communist, totalitar-
ian regimes, whose power can only be
supported by Soviet bloc arms, eco-
nomic assistance and personnel. How
long would the regime in Angola last
without thousands of Cuban troops
propping it up? How long would it last
against UNITA led by Jonas Savimbe
without Cuban troops propping it up.
Of course, the Cuban troops receive
their logistics, their arms from the
Soviet Union.

How long would the Mengistu
regime last against the Eritrean resist-
ance without thousands of Cuban
troops and vast amounts of Soviet
hardware. Wars of national liberation
are now being fought against Commu-
nist, totalitarian regimes whose power
base can only be supported by Soviet
bloc arms, economic assistance and
personnel. It is an important point; it
is worth repeating, because it is one of
the major new trends of our time.

The conflict in Nicaragua is no dif-
ferent. What I would hope is that my
colleagues on the Democratic side of
the aisle understand the context of
that war fought by democratic forces
against a Communist totalitarian
power right south of the United States
border.

It is a conflict being waged in a tra-
dition similar to that in Afghanistan,
Angola, Cambodia, and Ethiopia.
People are seeking freedom from Com-
munist totalitarian rule by taking up
arms against their oppressors. It is so
important for my Democratic col-
leagues to realize that our failure to
assist this trend obviates our need for
example, for massive military hard-
ware such as MX or B-1 or Starwars
or fleets of fighter planes and tanks,
no less large-scale, conventional
armies,

If we cannot protect our back door
right here at home, how can we justify
these costly defenses to protect far
away front lines from sophisticated
technologies and major armies. This
challenge right south of the border of
the United States, brings very close
the trend toward revolutions against
Communist totalitarian regimes. How
can we fail to support those challeng-
ing Communists directly south of our
border?

How can my colleagues justify sup-
porting Afghan freedom fighters half-
way around the world? Cambodian
freedom fighters half-way around the
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world, when we cannot support free-
dom fighters right next door? That is
the question I leave with my Demo-
cratic colleagues. I would like their
answer to that question.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include therein extraneous material
on the subject of the special order
today by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL INSURANCE OF AC-
COUNTS—A HALF CENTURY OF
SAFETY FOR DEPOSITORS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. St
GERMAIN] is recognized for 5 minutes.
@ Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker,
almost 100 percent of the banks and
savings institutions in the United
States proudly display an official Fed-
eral seal on their premises. We've
become so accustomed to seeing it over
the past half century that most of us
no longer notice it. As a matter of fact,
that seal has been so effective in ac-
complishing the purpose for which the
Federal agencies it represents were
created that many have forgotten why
it was considered necessary in the first
place.

Congress established the Federal
Savings and Loan Insurance Corpora-
tion and the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation in the darkest days
of the worst economic crisis every to
beset our country. Our country then—
in the thirties—was in deep economic
depression, wracked with joblessness,
with hunger and homelessness on a
scale unrivaled in American history.
Confidence in America’s ability to
right itself was eroding rapidly. It bot-
tomed when frantic citizens lost faith
and trust in their financial institu-
tions. There were runs on banks. Bank
failures were so widespread it ap-
peared our entire system of depository
Lnstlt.utions would come crashing

own.

It was at that point a wise and con-
cerned Congress rewrote the laws
under which our depository institu-
tions operated. These laws continue to
form the basic framework of our fi-
nancial system. One key to the con-
tinuing success of our depository
system was the establishment of a
Federal deposit insurance system—a
system designed to assure depositors
their Federal Government stands 100
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percent behind their dollars on depos-
its up to the present limit of $100,000.

The FSLIC and the FDIC, author-
ized as they are to call upon the U.S.
Treasury for assistance if needed, have
consistently made good on their com-
mitments to depositors.

Congress recently reiterated the
intent of the insurance funds’ creators
by adopting a resolution stating that
the full faith and credit of the U.S.
Government stands behind the depos-
its in federally insured institutions up
to $100,000 per account.

The stability of our financial system
is the envy of the world. We have the
FSLIC and the FDIC to thank for
that, because for over half a century
depositors have had their deposits se-
cured by Federal deposit insurance.

As the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Banking, Fiinance and Urban
Affairs in which the Federal deposit
insurance funds had their legislative
origins, I am gratified that this system
has inspired the confidence and good
will of millions upon millions of ac-
count holders.

I shall do all in my power to assure
that this confidence continues.e@

WHY SUPPORT THE NICARA-
GUAN FREEDOM FIGHTERS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. STRAT-
TON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

® Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, last

night at the Capital Hilton Hotel, the
friends and admirers of America’s U.N.
Ambassador, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick,
joined to honor her for her long and
distinguished career at the United Na-
tions, and to express their apprecia-
tion for Dr. Kirkpatrick’s unique capa-
bility of expressing views on complex
foreign policy issues in straight-for-
ward, down-to-Earth, sensible terms.

The more than 700 persons who
filled the hotel’s ballroom applauded
as Ambassador Kirkpatrick was pre-
sented with plagues and other expres-
sions of appreciation by 15 outstand-
ing organizations, not only in this
country but also in Nicaragua. The
dinner was coordinated by the Ameri-
can Security Council for the coalition
for peace through strength.

The Ambassador responded by
speaking on the No. 1 political issue of
the day—"“Why Support the Nicara-
guan Freedom Fighters?”

Since this is an issue which every
Member of the House will be called
upon to vote next week, I believe a
careful reading of Dr. Kirkpatrick’s el-
oquent and moving address should be
mandatory for every Member before
casting his or her vote on this issue of
vital importance to the entire Western
Hemisphere.

The address follows:
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SALUTE TO AMBASSADOR JEANE J. KIRKPAT-
RICK, APRIL 16, 1985, Carrrar HILTON
HoTeL, WasHINGTON, DC

Ambassador KIRKPATRICK: Thank you
John; thank you Adolfo; thank you Bill;
thank you Ed; thank you Frank; thank you
everybody. I thank all of you. I was con-
cerned about Don Hodel (phonetie). Did he
ever get to sit down? Okay.

This is obviously a very pleasant evening.
I see a great many friends. I see a few whom
I have spent a lot of time with at the United
Nations like Andy Ireland and Sam Strat-
ton. I always feel like giving them awards,
let me say. Any Congressional member who
came to the U.N. and really stayed around
and helped us do a job won my very special
gratitude.

While I am saying “thank you", I want to
say “thank you" to my friend Cap Wein-
berger, very particularly, for his generous
words about me tonight, but also especially
in this assembly, Peace Through Strength.
Thinking of that theme, I want to thank
Cap Weinberger for his most extraordinary
contributions to restoring this nation to its
strength so that we can in fact seek Peace
Through Strength.

I think that John Fisher has his upon an
extraordinary way to keep everybody within
their time limits because obviously we don't
get any dinner until we stop talking. So, I
am going to skip the first four pages of my
prepared remarks, mainly, but not entirely.

I do want to say what I take to be the
principal function of our foreign policy. I
take that to be defending our own nation
and its democratic institutions against ex-
ternal attack or subversion; defending our
allies against external attack or subversion,
and preserving our civilization, the kind of
world in which we can live and thrive and
enjoy our lives; a world of independent na-
tions with whom we can trade, among whom
we can travel, nations which will not pursue
aggressive expansionist policies and destroy
the peace of their neighbors.

I take it to be a purpose of our foreign
policy to promote democratic institutions
and human rights and economic develop-
ment everywhere. I take it to be a function
of our foreign policy as well to manage our
foreign relations in such a way that they do
not consume too large a share of our re-
sources, time, effort, and money. I think
those are the things that President Reagan
has, in fact, been trying to do and I think
it'’s the thing that Cap and a great many of
us who are here, in the Congress as well as
the Administration have tried to do.

I think no place have we tried to work to-
wards these goals more persistently than in
Central America. Now, it's never useful to
over simplify and we need to recognize that
there are various kinds of obstacles to the
achievement of our goals. There are stub-
born problems of climate and culture and
politics, history, mutual insecurity and ani-
mosities, and deep set rivalries, and they
often stand In the way of achieving our
goals. The fact is that we also need to recog-
nize that the principal obstacle to our secu-
rity and also to our helping preserving and
enjoying our civilization and our world is
unfortunately, the expansionist policies of
the Soviet Union.

I believe that there were two principal di-
mensions to the so-called “Changed Correla-
tion of World Forces” that we heard so
much about in the period before 1981. The
“Changed Correlation of World Forces”, I
think consisted of two parts; the growth of
Soviet military power, and the concomitant
decline in the military strength of the West,
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and the dramatic expansion of Soviet influ-
ence outside Europe and North America.

We all know the development of Soviet
military power is important. It permitted an
extraordianry buildup in the Pacific, cre-
ated new vulnerabilities in Europe, created
new vulnerabilities here at home., We also
know in principal that we can deal with that
by restoring our own military establish-
ment, and also by trying to get & handle on
the Arms Race through verifiable agree-
:?ent.s arrived at in Arms Control Negotia-

ons.

The fact is that we don't even have an
adequate theory of how to deal with Soviet
expansion outside Europe and North Amer-
fca. In just 20 years the Soviet Union pro-
gressed from being a continental power in
Europe to becoming a global power, acquir-
ing bases and surrogates you all know, in
Cuba, Vietnam, Ethiopia, Angola, South
Yemen, Nicaragua, Afghanistan, expanding
its military reach to the vicinity of such
strategic checkpoints as the Panama Canal,
Straits of Gibraltar, the Suez Canal, Straits
of Hormus, the entrance to the Red Sea,
and the Indian Ocean, the sea lanes of East
Asia, and so forth, Cam Rahn Bay.

In the same period, the number of Soviet
and block troops in non-Soviet non-Warsaw
Pact countries increased more than 500 per-
cent. From that point of view, that period
between 1975 and 1980 was a period of great
Success,

We need to be clear about what they
mean by “success” in thinking about the
Third World and in thinking about the
countries outside North America and
Europe. What they mean is the incorpora-
tion of a country into the world socialist
system, or at least a reliable beginning in
the process of incorporating a country into
the world socialist system.

Their view of success Is very different
than our view. Our view of success is, in
fact, to help a country preserve its inde-
pendence. We have succeeded when a coun-
try avoids incorporation and maintains its
independence.

It's an interesting difference in what hap-
pens to countries where they succeed and
where we succeed. Where they succeed, the
country is incorporated into a global mili-
tary mutual-aid society, in which arma-
ments and services from all the member
states of the Soviet empire are drawn and
brought to bear on unfortunate targeted
countries.

From our point of view, when we succeed,
the country that is successful may not make
any contribution at all to collective enter-
prise. It may not extend any basing rights,
for example, for collective purposes. It may
not help its neighbors maintain their inde-
pendence. So be it. That’s our kind of suc-
cess. We are not seeking to build an empire.
We are not seeking client states. We do seek
a world of independent nations.

The only problem is that the expansion of
Soviet power and the incorporation of ever
larger numbers of nations into the world so-
clalist system is dangerous for us and for
other independent nations.

I might note that this incorporation usu-
ally takes place incrementally; one slice at a
time, like salami tactics applied to interna-
tional politics.

The process of incorporation into the
world socialist system was described in the
Granada Documents, which I'm sure many
here have read. The stages in this process
are not complete until full military integra-
tion of a country into the world socialist
system has been achieved. It had not yet
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been achieved in Granada. It has been
achieved in Cuba. Cuba integration into the
Soviet Military System is symbolized by the
presence in Cuba of some Soviet personnel.
For example, some seven thousand civilian
advisors; some 2800 in that famous combat
brigade; some seven—I'm sorry. Some 2800
military advisors, plus about 2,000 special
Soviet personnel who are manning an elec-
tronic intelligence facility that monitors our
electronic communications here in the
United States.

Cuba, of course, provides bases that
extend the reach of Soviet naval and air
power and electronic surveillance over our
coastal waters and our coast. Cuba provides
advisors and troops for Nicaragua, Angola,
Ethiopia, Mozambique, Conga, South
Yemen. Cuba provides manpower and plan-
ning for the drug and terror network that
reaps chaos in Latin America and mightly
affects our own country.

Nicaragua has been partially, but not
wholly incorporated into the Soviet military
world system, Nicaragua provides training,
arms for guerillas from a dozen countries.
Nicaragua provides a home, refuge, sanctu-
ary, for the international terrorist network.
Indeed, its capital has become Managua
where one finds Bader Manhof (phonetic)
remnants, Red Brigades, Basque, ETA Mem-
bers, Argentine Monteros and ERP, Peruvi-
an Sendero-Leminoso (phonetic), and Marta
El Salvadoran FMLN, of course, Guerillas
from all over the world meet there with
their PLO mentors and exchange notes and
train one another. Of course, with a little
help from the Libyans.

One of the consequences of this steady
flow of services and manpower to the—to
Nicaragua, and from Nicaragua to other
countries in Central America and South
America is the kind of tragedy I visited in El
Salvador last weekend, when I visited the
hamlet—It's not even, really a village, where
the massacre of the previous days had taken
place. Where some 19 Salvadorans had been
dragged from their beds and killed in cold
blood. I say the style in which seven men
had been shot, and one had his head
crushed. I was with our Ambassador who
picked up a shell casing which bears on it a
Number “10”, which I am told is a definitive
marking of such casings of Bulgarian make.

Where do the bullets in El Salvador's
hamlets come from? They come from Bul-
garia. Where do the bullets used against
Nicaragua's own democrats and Freedom
Fighters come from? Well, they come from
Bulgaria too, and of course from Vietnam,
and from East Germany and Czechoslova-
kia, and from the Soviet Union. The strug-
gle that is underway today in Central Amer-
ica has very special significance for us, and I
presume everyone here understands that.

True, we live in a big inter-dependent
world, and events in very remote places can
have a large impact on us. A coup in Sudan,
a civil war in Angola, a Vietnamese offensive
in Cambodia, a conversation between Chi-
nese and Soviets, a struggle in New Cala-
donia, a Presidential election in Greece, a
massacre in El Salvador, may have all of
them important effects on our well being
and our national security, but not all situa-
tions in all places are equally important to
us. Not all deserve the same attention from
our Government, and not all decisions of
our Government deserve the same attention
from American citizens.

In thinking about foreign policy and na-
tional security, one must begin with geog-
raphy, because in foreign affairs, geog-
raphy is destiny. In thinking about foreign
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policy, one must end with ideals of one's civ-
ilization, because they provide the—literal-
ly, the spiritual food and intellectual food
off which we live.

Developments in Nicaragua matter more
to us than developments in many other
countries, because Nicaragua is at the
center of the isthmus that stretches south
to Panama, north to Mexico. Those coun-
tries constitute our fourth border, and that
gives Central America and the Caribbean an
irreducible strategic importance for us.

Now, we're not accustomed to thinking
strategically and we're not accustomed to
thinking about any potential vulnerabilities
that we may have. The Soviets are. They
began thinking as early as 1967 about the
strategic wvulnerabilities for the United
States that could be created if they could
threaten our security on our southern
border.

Nicaragua can constitute a security prob-
lem for the United States of major propor-
tions. Not because they establish a soclalist
economic system, though we regret that and
we know it will fail; not because they create
a repressive new military dictatorship under
which the people of Nicaragua suffer,
though we regret that very deeply, and we
think the people of Nicaragua deserve
better; not because they expose ideas we
find obnoxious and untrue, though we
regret that too. Nicaragua constitutes a se-
curity problem actual and potential, espe-
cially for the United States because it is
being very rapidly integrated into the social-
ist military world system. It is advanced into
the process of incorporation into that Soviet
world system.

Today, everyone who cares to know,
knows that Nicaragua, whose Government
began as a broad based coalition with impor-
tant democratic presence, is today wholly
controlled by communist leaders and that
situation came into being because the Marx-
ist guerrillas had a monopoly of weapons.

Everyone who cares to know, knows that
the Nicaraguan Junta Representatives went
soon after they achieved power to Moscow,
where they were greeted by General Secre-
tary Chunyeko and Foreign Minister Gro-
meyko (phonetic), where they signed a
party to party agreement, among other
things, approving the Soviet invasion of Af-
ghanistan.

Everyone who cares to know, knows today
that the Government of Nicaragua is sus-
tained by Cuba, whose advisors started ar-
riving in days after the victory, and it is sus-
tained by the famous Internationalistas
from all over the Soviet block.

Everyone who cares to know, knows that
today in Nicaragua the Government is re-
pressive, the economy is in shambles, and
hope flies with the domocratic resistance
forces.

You know, sometimes we like to console
ourselves with believing that things are not
as bad as some people say and that afterall,
the Sandinistas might turn out to have a
falling out with Cuba and the Soviet Union,
and Cuba might turn out to have a falling
out with the Soviet Union, and that if only
we were more obliging or understanding
than we are, there would be nothing to
worry about, and we could all live happily
together in this hemisphere forever after.

I think of that perspective because just
before I came here tonight I missed the re-
ception because I was appearing on McNeil-
Larrel (phonetic) where I encountered some
people who seemed to have that view. Just
before that, I was testifying before the
House Sub-Committee on Foreign Affairs
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on this subject where I met some people
who seemed to have that view. You know,
the kind of people that tells us that we
drove Fidel Castro into the hands of the
Soviet Union even though Fidel Castro him-
self tells us that he had been an apprentice
Marxist-Leninist for years before he came
to power and had disguised his true beliefs.

What can the United States do in this sit-
uation? I think we can help Nicaragua's
Freedom Fighters, that's what we can do.
We should assist Nicaragua's Freedom
Fighters, because it helps Nicaraguans and
it helps the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighters
themselves, who are not only decent and up-
right, but a very impressive group of demo-
crats working now for democracy in their
country as each of them has worked for de-
mocracy for Nicaragua for years in the past.

We can help them because they are good
men whom we should be proud to help. We
can help them because it helps the region,
and we can help them because it helps us.

Will Congress permit the President to pro-
vide the 14 Million Dollars of assistance to
the Nicaraguan Forces fighting against the
consolidation of a communist government in
their own country? That is the gquestion
which is confronting the Congress and this
country today. I believe that the answer to
that question, given by the Congress, will
effect the fate of Nicaragua; effect the sta-
bility of Nicaragua's democratic neighbors;
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Honduras. It will
effect the evolution of other countries in
the region, including Guatemala, Panama,
Mexico. It will effect the security of the
United States, the cost of our defenses, the
strength or our alllances for many years to
come.,

Above all, I believe the decision to be
made by the Congress will seriously effect
the possibilities for peace in the next
decade.

You know, very often in human affairs,
peoples intentions lead them to actions
which defeat their intentions, The problem
with the kind of self-defeating appeasement
that is, in my opinion, involved in a refusal
to support Nicaragua's resistance forces is
that it doesn't work.

I was reading recently an old book of
Walter Lipman, when he was talking about
the period before World War II, and he said
in that book, and I quote, “The Surrender
of the Rhineland in 1936, of Austria and
Czechoslovakia in 1938, were the strategic
preliminaries to the neutralization of Russia
and the conquest of Poland in 1939; that is
what was surrendered by our allies in the
name of peace became the strategic founda-
tion upon which Hitler prosecuted his war.”
Thus, do the best intentions of flawed
policy makers sometimes go astray.

You know, mistakes when individuals
make them are always regrettable and some-
times they are serious, but the mistakes of
Goverment are more serious than the mis-
takes of individuals. If I make a mistake it
involves only me and my family, probably,
and maybe a friend or two. When Govern-
ments make mistakes, whole societies suffer.
Often those mistakes are honest, but the
costs are no less high because of the hones-
ty and good intentions of those who make
the mistakes.

Some people say we should not support
Nicaragua's Freedom Fighters because we
should leave the problems of Central Amer-
ica to the Central Americans and the prob-
lems of Nicaragua to the Nicaraguans. My
response to that is that we would like noth-
ing better than to leave the problems of
Nicaragua to the Nicaraguans. Exactly the
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point is that Nicaragua's faté is not being
left to the Nicaraguans. It is being deter-
mined by people and guns from very remote
places, by heavy armaments, major weapons
systems from Eastern Europe and by Guer-
rillas and Internationalistas from every ter-
rorist nation in the world.

Colonel Cadaffy has mentioned that he
would send his troops to fight in Nicaragua.
As T understand it, he's been helping the
Nicaraguans for quite a long time, so there
will be nothing new about that.

I would like to say in closing that today
the United States Congress authorizes more
than—and appropriates and provides, more
than 15 Billion Dollars of economic and
military assistance to nations and groups in
the world. That's a lot of money, 15 Billion
Dollars.

We provide some millions of dollars to
freedom fighters fighting in remote parts of
the world. Now, I support most of that for-
eign economic and military assistance and I
support certainly all that assistance to free-
dom fighters in remote places, but I should
like to say that it makes no sense at all,
moral or political, or intellectual, or strate-
gic sense, to refuse to provide help for the
Nicaraguan Freedom Fighters today.

Let me just say that the most terrible mis-
take that we could make would be to con-
clude that the struggle in Nicaragua does
not concern us, or that the Nicaraguans are
in some sense not ready for democracy. The
fact is that their struggle is our struggle,
and their freedom and our freedom are indi-
visible, and if we do not understand that
now in time to help Nicaraguans to help
themselves and stand with those who stand
for freedom in that country, we will, I am
afraid, learn that lesson under much more
painful circumstances not too far in the
future,

Thank you.e

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:
(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. GiNGRICH) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma, for 60
minutes, May 14.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WALKER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BurToN of Indiana, for 60 min-
utes, today.

 Mr. DornanN of California, for 60
minutes, today.

Mr. GingricH, for 60 minutes, April
22.

r. GingricH, for 60 minutes, April
23:
Mr. GiNGrIicH, for 60 minutes, April

4,
Mr. GincricH, for 60 minutes, April
25.
Mr. RITTER, for 60 minutes, today.
Mr. GaLLo, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, today.
, Mr. WaLker, for 60 minutes, April
18.
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HErTeEL of Michigan) to
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revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. Haves, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CrockerT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. AnNoUNzZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PANETTA, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. Fazro, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KLEczKA, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes,
April 18.

Mr. Sorarz, for 60 minutes, April 18.

Mr. RowLanD of Georgia, for 60 min-
utes, April 23.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RITTER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ST GERMAIN,
today.

Mr. STrATTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RicHArDsON, for 60 minutes,
April 25.

for 5 minutes,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WaLKER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. CourTER in two instances.

Mr, MorgrisoN of Washington.

Mr. MOORHEAD.

Mr. FieLps in four instances.

Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma.

Mr. GREEN.

Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. OXLEY.

Mr. CLINGER.

Mr. Lewis of California.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HErTEL of Michigan) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. FOWLER.

Mr. BENNETT.

Mr. ENGLISH.

Mr. BERMAN,

Mrs. SCHROEDER.

. LELAND.

MAVROULES.

BRUCE.

Fazro.

Epwarps of California.
GUARINI.

WAXMAN,

VENTO.

BARNES.

FLor10.

KOSTMAYER.
WIRTH.
SKELTON.
Mrs, KENNELLY,
Mr. OWENS.

FEEEEEERRREESE

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to an enrolled joint resolution
of the Senate of the following title:

S.J. Res. 15, Joint resolution to designate
May T, 1985, as “Helsinki Human Rights
Day."
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o'clock and 58 minutes
p.m.) the House adjourned until to-
I]'.norl'()w, Thursday, April 18, 1985, at

1am,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1054. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C, Act 6-17, “Interest Rate Ceil-
ing Amendment Clarification Act of 1985,”
and report, pursuant to Public Law 93-198,
section 602(c); to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

1055. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to discontinue
or amend certain requirements for agency
reports to Congress; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

1056. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
refugee assistance authorities of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

1057. A letter from the Administrator,
Agency for International Development and
the President/Chairman of the Export-
Import Bank of the United States, transmit-
ting a semiannual report on the amount and
extension of credits under the Trade Credit
Insurance Program [TCIP]; jointly, to the
Committees on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs and Foreign Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Report on unnecessary
firing of tactical missiles demands DOD'’s at-
tention (Rept. No. 89-45). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Report on the impact of
the budget process on offices of inspector
general (Rept. No. 99-46). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A
REPORTED BILL

Under clause 5 of rule X the follow-
ing action was taken by the Speaker:

The Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union discharged, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation for period ending not
later than May 2, 1985, for consideration of
such provisions of the bill (H.R. 1931) and
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amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of use of certain transferable passes for air
that committee under clause 1(p), rule X.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MICA (for himself, Mr. Fas-
CELL, Mr. KoSTMAYER, Mr., SMmITH of
Florida, Mr. Weiss, Mr. MacKay,
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. BrooMFIELD, Ms.
Snowe, and Mr. GILMAN):

H.R. 2068. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 for the
Department of State, the U.S. Information
Agency, the Board of International Broad-
casting, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MATSUI (for himself, Mr.
Jacoss, Mr. Forp of Tennessee, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. HeFTEL of Hawaii, Mr.
ANTHONY, Mr. FLipPO, Mrs. KENNEL-
LY, and Mr. CAMPBELL):

H.R. 2069. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to make permanent
the rules relating to imputed interest and
assumption of loans, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PANETTA (for himself and
Mr. GRADISON):

H.R. 2070. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to extend hospice
benefits under the Medicare Program for an
additional 3 years; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BIAGGIL:

H.R. 2071. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income amounts which are received from a
public retirement system and which are at-
tributable to services as a Federal, State, or
local policeman or fireman; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2072. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude $2,000
from the gross income of auxiliary police-
men and volunteer firemen; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2073. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to lower the limita-
tion on defined benefit plan established for
policemen and firemen; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2074. A bill to establish a national
lottery to reduce the Federal deficit; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. pE LA GARZA

H.R. 2075. A bill to make permanent the
free rate of customs duty on fresh canta-
loupes imported at certain times, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DioGUARDI (for himself, Mr.
GiInGRICH, and Mr. RaLpH M. HaLL):

H.R. 2076. A bill to require the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to prepare a
report on the health effects of cocaine use;
to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. ENGLISH:

H.R. 2077. A bill to provide for wheat
loan, export marketing certificate, export
differential payment, and acreage limitation
programs, to authorize an agricultural
export subsidy program under certain condi-
tions, and for other purposes; jointly, to the
Committees on Agriculture and Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. FIELDS:

H.R. 2078. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the

transportation service by an individual who
is not an employee of any trade or business
providing such service shall be treated as
use by an employee for purposes of the
fringe benefit exclusion; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FRENZEL:;

H.R. 2079, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide certain in-
dividuals living abroad an exclusion for
income from sources within foreign coun-
tries; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LELAND (for himself, Mr.
ConTE, Mr, DoreaN of North Dakota,
Mr. DixoN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs,
ScHNEIDER, Mrs. BuorTon of Califor-
nia, Mr. Lowry of Washington, and
Mr. WEe1ss):

H.R. 2080. A bill to provide funds for food
assistance and African agricultural develop-
ment; jointly, to the Committees on Foreign
Affairs and Appropriations.

By Mr. FRENZEL:

H.R. 2081. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the
definition of political contribution; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2082. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt from tax
gain the sale of an individual’s principal res-
idence; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 2083. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 relating to group-
term life insurance purchased for employ-
ees; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2084. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue code of 1954 to provide that the
amount of the charitable deduction allow-
able for expenses incurred in the operation
of a motor vehicle will be determined in the
same manner Government employees deter-
mine reimbursement for use of their vehi-
cles on Government business; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2085. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 relating to the tax-
exempt interest on certain governmental ob-
ligations, to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

H.R. 2086. A bill to extend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to make certain
changes in the tax treatment of private

foundations; to the Committee on Ways and

Means.

H.R. 2087. A bill to amend to Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 to
provide for the treatment of trucking indus-
try plans under rules governing multiem-
ployer plans and to make certain other im-
provements in such rules; jointly, to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mr. HERTEL of Michigan:

H.R. 2088. A bill to provide for coordinat-
ed management and rehabilitation of the
Great Lakes and for other purposes; jointly,
to the Committees on Science and Technol-
ogy and Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. HOWARD (by request):

H.R. 2089. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to advance the sched-
uled termination date of the Essential Air
Service Program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation.

H.R. 2090. A bill to review and extend cer-
tain provisions of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, as amended, for 5 years,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. HOWARD (for himself and
Mr. SNYDER) (by request):
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H.R. 2091. A bill to amend and extend
title I of the Marine Protection, Research,
and Sanctuaries Act, as amended, for 2
years; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. HOWARD (for himself, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, SHUSTER,
Mr. SHarP, and Mr. DANNEMEYER)
(by request):

H.R. 2092. A bill to amend the Natural
Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 and the
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of
1979 to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 1986 and 1987, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and
Commerce and Public Works and Tanspor-
tation.,

By Mr. KANJORSKI (for himself and
Mr. KOSTMAYER):

H.R. 2093. A bill to recognize the organiza-
tion known as Veterans of the Vietnam
War, Inc.; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. LUJAN:

H.R. 2094. A bill to prohibit the purchase
of nondomestic uranium by Federal agen-
cies and for other purposes; jointly, to the
Committees on Government Operations and
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr.
MooRrHEAD, Mr. Lowry of Washing-
ton, Mr. LAGoMARSINO, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. FrRank, and Mr, CONTE):

H.R. 2095. A bill to provide for daylight
saving time on an expanded basis, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce,

By Mr. MORRISON of Washington:

H.R. 2096. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate,
and maintain an enlarged Bumping Lake,
supplemental storage division, Yakima
project, Washington; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 2097. A bill to recognize the organiza-
tion known as the American Philatelic Soci-
ety; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R. 2098. A bill to recognize the organiza-
tion known as the Fleet Reserve Associa-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RIDGE:

H.R. 2099. A bill to restore competitive
equity between national and State banks re-
garding shared automatic teller machine
networks; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. pE 1A GARZA:

H.R. 2100. A bill to extend and revise agri-
cultural price support and related programs,
to provide for agricultural export, resource
conservation, farm credit, and agricultural
research and related programs, to continue
food assistance to low-income persons, to
ensure consumers an abundance of food and
fiber at reasonable prices, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mrs. SCHNEIDER (for herself and
Mr. SCHEUER): .

H.R. 2101. A bill to establish in the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency a program on
indoor air quality, and for other purposes;
jointly, to the Committees on Science and
Technology and Energy and Commerce,

By Mr. SCHUMER:

H.R. 2102. A bill to establish State pension
investment units, a secondary market for in-
dustrial mortgages, State venture capital
and royalty finance corporations, and a na-
tional loan loss reserve fund; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs.
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By Mr. SKELTON:

H.R. 2103. A bill to amend the Federal
Meat Inspection Act relating to the inspec-
tion and labeling of certain imported meat
and meat food products, to require that cer-
tain eating establishments serving imported
meat inform customers of that fact, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

H.R. 2104. A bill to provide the Secretary
of Agriculture with the authority to estab-
lish a program to develop, maintain, and
expand markets for U.S. agricultural com-
modities, and for other purposes; jointly, to
the Committees on Agriculture and Foreign
Affairs,

H.R. 2105. A bill to establish an agricul-
tural export credit revolving fund, and for
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees
on Agriculture and Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. HUTTO (for himself, Mr.
WEBER, and Mr, McGRATH):

H.J. Res. 241. Joint resolution directing
the President to ensure that Soviet Govern-
ment personnel in the United States are
subject to the same requirements as are U.S.
Government personnel in the Soviet Union;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MATSUIL:

H.J. Res. 242, Joint resolution to establish
a Commission on Poverty Definition
Reform; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. DONNELLY (for himself, Mr.
FREIGHAN, and Mr. GEJDENSON):

H. Con. Res. 118. Concurrent resolution
condemning the use of plastic or rubber bul-
lets by British security forces in Northern
Ireland and calling upon the Government of
the United Kingdom to end the use of such
bullets' against civilians; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. LELAND:

H. Con. Res. 119. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
the President should consider the members
of the African National Congress in South
Africa to be freedom fighters; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. OWENS:

H. Con. Res. 120. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
the President should withdraw the determi-
nation that the Government of Haiti is
making progress toward improving the
human rights situation in Haiti and
progress toward implementing political re-
forms which are essential to the develop-
ment of democracy in Haiti, such as
progress toward the establishment of politi-
cal parties, free elections, and freedom of
the press; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.
By Mr. Di1oGUARDI (for himself, Mr,

GINGRICH, Mr. RaLpH M. HaLL, Mr.
ManToN, and Mr. Rowranp of Con-
necticut):

H. Res. 132. Resolution condemning the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics for 5 years of forced and oppres-
sive military occupation of Afghanistan in
the face of popular resistance to Soviet im-
perialism; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 7: Mr. CLay, Mr. LELAND, Mr. ADDAB-
B0, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. CONYERS.
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H.R. 21: Mr. BaTtes, Mr. YaTes, Mr.
Marsui, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. CoEerHo, Mr.
MirLer of California, and Mr. JEFFORDS.

H.R. 36: Mr, Levin of Michigan.

H.R. 43: Mr. Bracer and Mr. CROCKETT.

H.R. 44: Mr. STRANG, Mr, ANNUNZIO, Mr.
SaBo, and Mr. QUILLEN.

H.R. 52; Mr. CrAlG and Mr. RAY.

H.R. 229: Mr. pE Luco and Mr, Lowry of
Washington.

H.R. 385: Mr. ArRMEY, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr.
Biviraxis, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr.
Howarp, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr. OrTIZ, Mr. REID,
Mr. SunpQuisT, Mr. WHITTAKER, and Mr.
WORTLEY.

H.R. 472: Mr. RoserT F, SMI1TH, Mr, CHAP-
PIE, Mr, HiLris, Mr. Lewis of Florida, Mr.
KINDNESS, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. TAUKE,
Mr. STrANG, and Mr, COMBEST.

H.R. 479: Mr. AuCoIN, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr.
Copey, Mr. DeLay, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
McGRATH, Mr. Mica, and Mr. ROEMER.

H.R. 480: Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma.

H.R. 521: Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 528: Mr. Lent, Mr. LELanNp, Mr.
MiLrer of Washington, Mr. SENSENBRENNER,
Mr. Lowry of Washington, Mr. Biager, Mr.
DioGuarpr, Mr. Lewis of Florida, Mr.
Leaman of Florida, Mr. BarToN of Texas,
Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr. DeLAy, and Mr.
RavpH M. HALL.

H.R. 580: Mr. SHELBY, Mr. Rowranp of
Georgia, Mr. DuncaN, Mr. Stokes, and Mr.
PEPPER.

H.R. 620: Mr. Rupb.

H.R. 650: Mr. Rosg, Mr. TORRICELLI, and
Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 691: Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. WHITEHURST,
Mr. GoopLiNGg, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr,
Owens, Mr. FowLErR, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr.
MAaRTINEZ, and Mr. WORTLEY.

H.R. 693: Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma.

H.R. 695: Mr. Map1gaN, Mr. FAwWELL, and
Mr. F1sH.

H.R. 749: Mr. CLINGER.

H.R. 825: Mr. TAUKE, Mr. McCANDLESS,
Mr. CLINGER, and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 917: Mr. WE1ss and Mr. DASCHLE.

H.R. 930: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 999;: Mr. WiLLiAMS and Mr. WORTLEY.

H.R. 1017: Mr. HORTON.

H.R. 1063: Mr. BepELL, Mr. Biace1, Mrs.
CoLLins, Mr. ConyeErs, Mr. CrocKeTT, Mr.
Dwyer of New Jersey, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. FusTER, Mr, HuTrTO, MS. KAPTUR,
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr, MARTINEZ, Mr. Maz-
zoLr, Mr. Nierson of Utah, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
RoEe, Mr. Savace, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SHUM-
WAY, Mr. SmITH of New Jersey, Mr. SMITH
of Florida, Mr. Tromas of California, Mr.
Towns, and Mr. WHITEHURST.

H.R 1089: Mr. BoNEr of Tennessee.

H.R. 1123: Mr. BapHAM, Mrs. BoGes, and
Mr. WIRTH.

H.R. 1142: Mrs. Lro¥D.

H.R. 1180: Mrs. Boxer, Mr. FLORIO, Ms.
OAxAR, and Mr. OLIN.

H.R. 1188: Mr. Towns, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
DARDEN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. DREIER of
California, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. MoNsON, Mr.
Davus, Mr. THoMas of Georgia, Mr. McCur-
oY, Ms. FieprLer, Mrs. Lioyp, and Mr,
KRAMER.

H.R. 1272: Mrs. CoLLiNs, Mr, Friepo, Mr.
Lowery of California, Mr. AvCoin, Mr.
Mirrer of California, Mr. BApHAM, Mr. PUR-
SELL, Mr, SKEEN, Mr. SToKES, Mr. Rupp, and
Mr. WHEAT.

H.R. 1294: Mr. RoE, Mr. KASTENMEIER, and
Mr. JacoBs.

H.R. 1434: Mr. AppaBBO, Mrs, CoLLINS, Mr.
CouURTER, Mr. FUSTER, Mr. GARCIA,
LerLAND, Mr. RaNGEL, and Mr, STOKES.

H.R. 1436: Mr. GONZALEZ.
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H.R. 1476: Mr. STUMP.

H.R. 1511: Mr. MRAZEK.

H.R. 1520: Mr. LuJaN, Mr. McCamn, Mr.
CoLEMAN of Texas, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. DER-
RICK, Mr, SKEEN, and Mr, WILLIAMS.

H.R. 1541: Mr. Saso, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr.
‘WHITEHURST, and Mr, RANGEL.

H.R. 1552: Mr, SmitH of New Jersey, Mr.
WirLiams, Mr. GALro, Mr. BEILENSON, Mrs.
ScHEHNEIDER, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. MURPHY, Mr.
FranNk, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr., STARK, Mr. Be-
REUTER, Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire, and
Mr. WHITTAKER.

H.R. 1594: Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. LeacH of
Iowa, Mrs. ScHNEIDER, and Mr. CROCKETT.

H.R. 1611: Mr. RanGeL, Mr, CONYERS, Mr.
Borski, Mr. Davis, Mr. PERKINS, Mrs, CoL-
LINS, Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. WHEAT, Mr.
EKoLTER, and Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 1612: Mr, STrANG, Mr. SLATTERY, MT.
BourTER, Mr. LEwis of Florida, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. MonsoN, Mr.
Epwarps of Oklahoma, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
McCurpy, and Mr. DURBIN.

H.R. 1613; Mr. MarTINEZ and Mr. MRAZEK.

H.R. 1644: Mr. Hype, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr.
%?ali:n' Mrs. BENTLEY, and Mr. NiELsoN of

H.R. 1660: Mr. RaHALL, Ms, KAPTUR, Mrs.
CorLLiNs, Mr. Forp of Tennessee, Mr.
SpraTT, Mr. SToKES, Mr. SAVAGE, MTr.

Garcia, Mr, Conyers, and Mr. RALPH M.
HaLL.

H.R. 1695: Mr. Owens and Mr, FAUNTROY.

H.R. 1722: Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 1776: Mrs. CorLriNs, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Mr. RopiNo, and Mr. HaYEs.

H.R. 1779: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. FisH, Mr. KinonNeEss, Mr. MRrazER, Mr.
gunz:gn. Mr. Co¥yNE, Mr. McDapg, and Mr.

H.R. 1796: Mr. LENT.

H.R. 1815: Mr, MAVROULES.

H.R. 1927. Mr, Saso, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
WALGREN, and Mrs. BurToNn of California.

H.R. 1932: Mr. DENNY SMITH and Mr. Liv-
INGSTON.

H.R. 1977: Mr. Evans of Iowa, Mr. Younc
of Florida, Mr. TaLLoN, Mr. CONTE, Mr. La-
GOMARSINO, Mr. WORTLEY, and Mrs. LLoYD,

H.J. Res. 3: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. STokeS, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. AKAKA, Mrs.
KENNELLY, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Mr, SoLAarz, Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania, Mr.
TAUKE, Ms. SNowe, Mr. OBeY, Mr. MURPHY,
Mr. Sunia, Mr. FAweLL, and Mr, JACOBS.

H.J. Res. 256: Mr. DioGuarpi, Mr. Fazro,
Mr. YaTes, Mr. CArRPER, Mr. McHUGH, Mr.
Forp of Michigan, Mr. DascHLE, Mr. La-
Favce, Mr. RanarL, Mrs, BurTon of Califor-
nia, Mr. McGrATH, Mr. THoMAS of Georgia,
Mr. Hawr of Ohio, Ms. EKaprTUR, Mr.
ScHEUER, and Mr. STRATTON.

H.J. Res. 7T9: Mr. CARPER, Mr. CARR, Mr.
Coretso, Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr. Daus, and Mr.
Levin of Michigan.

H.J. Res. 128: Mr. AKAKA, Mrs. BYRORN, Mr.
Barnes, Mrs. BurroN of California, Mr.
CARNEY, Mr. FaUnTROY, Mr. FuqQua, Mr.
Gray of Pennsylvania, Mrs. HoLr, Mr. OLIN,
Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. MINETA, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. RoEMER, Mr. Towns, Mr. WALGREN, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. CarPeEr, Mr. GuarinNi, Mr.
HanseN, Mr. Haves, Mr. HerTeEL of Michi-
gan, Mr. Mica, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. GREEN, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr, ALEXANDER, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. Harr of Ohio, Mr, HAWKINS,
Mr, Uparn, Mr. ANpDERsSON, Mr. Werss, Mr,
HiLer, Mr. Morrison of Washington, Mr,
MecCarN, Mr. CoeLHOo, Mr. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
QuiLLEN, Mr. Lowry of Washington, Mr.
Miter of Washington, Mr. SKEEN, Mr,
SrtaLLiNgs, Mr. Roupp, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs.
BoxeEr, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. BARTLETT, MTr.
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HoPxins, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr, BUSTAMANTE,
Mr

F . Mr. PacEARD, Mr. WATKINS,
Mr. Srtokes, Mr. GonNzaLEz, and Mr.
O'BRIEN.

H.J. Res. 151: Mr. PANETTA, Mr. NIELSON
of Utah, Mr, PAckArD, and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.J. Res. 154: Mr. TaLLoN, Mr. VANDER
JAGT, Mr. Coyne, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr,
WoLPE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. LEw1s of California,
Mr. DoNNELLY, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. BATEMAN,
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. DymaLLy, Mr. Broom-
FIELD, Mr. BRowN of Colorado, Mr. CoATs,
Mr. BARNES, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. ANDERSON,
Mr. Dyson, Mr. ErpreicH, Mr. Youwnc of
Missouri, Mr. Evans of Iowa, and Mr. MoL-

LOHAN,

H.J. Res. 192: Mr. F1sH, Mr. BRYANT, Mr,
Coywne, Mr. NeLson of Florida, Mr. MoAg-
LEY, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. CrAay, Mr. HERTEL
of Michigan, Mr. Sisisky, Mr. LEEMAN of
Florida, Mr. RiNaLpo, Mr. HEFNER, Mr.
EckArRT of Ohio, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. AKAKA,
Mr. CooPeEr, Mr. CARR, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
LenT, Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr.
BoucHER, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
OrIiN, Mrs. VucanovicH, Mr. Marsur, Mr.
SmiTH of New Jersey, Mr. DoONNELLY, Mr.
WALGREN, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, MCcEKERNAN,
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. BEvILL, Mr. BoNIOR of
Michigan, Mr. WorTLEY, Mr. Lowry of
Washington, Mr. LEviNE of California, Mr.
Levin of Michigan, Mr., DascHLE, Mr.
MANTON, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. REID, Mr. DARDEN,
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Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. RITTER, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. Rog, Mr. Sunia, Mr. GrRecg, Mrs. Lioyp,
Mr. PurseLL, Mr. EarLyY, Mr. Stupps, Mr.
Boner of Tennessee, Mr. CARPER, Mr. COUR-
TER, Mr. GALLO, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. BATES,
Mr. LatTa, Mr, DurBiN, Mr. BurToN of Indi-
ana, Mr. McDapg, Mr. ATEINS, Mr. PACKARD,
Mr. SaxToN, Mr. DysoN, Mr. AuCoIN, Mr.
HENRrRY, Mr. HerFTEL of Hawaii, Mr. Dowpy
of Mississippi, Mr. TALLON, Mr. ANTHONY,
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr,
GrADISON, Mr. Bosco, Mr. ConyERrs, and Mr,
MOLINARI.

H.J. 205: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. McGRATH, Mr.
VeNTO, Mrs. Boxer, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
Younc of Florida, Mr. STRANG, Mr. BLILEY,
Mr. BurtoN of Indiana, Mr. SHELEY, Mr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. DorNAN of California, Mr.
DwyEr of New Jersey, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
SmiTH of New Jersey, Mr. LanTtos, Mr. Daus,
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. DymaLLy, Mr. HATCHER, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. RowLAND of Geor-
gia, Mr. Tuaomas of Georgia, Mr. MINETA,
Mr. BRYANT, and Mr. FOWLER.

H.J. Res. 221: Mr. DascHLE and Mr. Rupp.

H. Con. Res. 60: Mr, MATSUIL.

H. Con. Res. 82: Mr. Fazio, Mr. LEvin of
Michigan, and Mr. CROCKETT.

H. Con. Res. 84: Mr. APPLEGATE.

H. Con. Res, 89: Mr. CARR.

H. Res. 60: Mr. DARDEN.
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H. Res. 122: Mr, RAHALL, Mr. PERKINS, Mr.
Ouin, Ms. EarTUR, and Mr. JoNes of North
Carolina.

H. Res. 126: Mr. N1eLson of Utah.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were deleted from public bills and
resolutions as follows:

H.R. 1612: Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1617

By Mr. PURSELL:
—In section 3 (page T, line 7T), strike out
“$600,000" and insert in lieu thereof
'$500,000".
—At the end of section 2 (page 7, after line
2), add the following new subsection:

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the total amount authorized to
be appropriated by this section shall not
exceed $123,985,000.
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